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„ 
he nor heard tiat· Antichrifl:/hall* come, eben now are there 

ny Antichriſts + whereby we know that it _ the laſt time. They, 
nt out from us, but they were not of us. Ber if they had been 
they would no doubt have continued with us, But 3 went out, 

they might be made manifeſt, that they: were not alt of us., 

of John, c. ii. v. 18, 19. 
yy lcaves- the Church of Chriſt, can never. attain the- 


feof Chriſt. He is prophane, an alien, an enemy. He: 
ave God for his Fat her, who has not the Chutch for bis. - 


St. Opprian De unitate Eccigſ. 
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I N' this fluftuating age of novelties, when no prin- 
ciple of faith or morality can eſcape the ſacrile- 
_ ious attacks of impiety an mide 4 when the Refor- 
w Yon itſelf is reformed, mangled and disfigured; 
hen every day gives riſe to ſome new-fangled ſyſtem 
obs brainleſs — it is not ſurpriſing that a 
number of upſtart ſcribblers ſhould intrude upon the 
public, and plague the ſerious and rational with their 
whimſical productions, as foreign to true religion as re- 
p mant to common ſenſe. © Had only ſuch triflers at- 
tacked the faith of the Catholic Church, I ſhould not 
bave hought them worthy of notice, as an anſwer woultl 
give them a degree of importance, which they do not 
really deſerve, - | | 3 
But when a Catholic Clergyman not only abjures the 
faith of his anceſtors, but publicly attacks the tenets of 
the one, holy, Catholic, and apoſtolic Church, and eve 
Joins the illiterate multitude in miſrepreſentation, de- 
clamation and falfehood, inſtead of reaſon and argue -- 
ment; then I think it is the duty of every miniſter of the 
Goſpel to ſtand forth in _ of thoſe tenets, whick 
= 1 A i 131 5 
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no time can alter, no force or violence can ever ſub. 
vert. | | 

I fear not the arguments of the pamphlet addreſſed 
to von. The author reafons no more correctly than 
thoſe proteſtants, whom he deſcribes, page 20. as throw. 
ing away much erudition and ingenuity in refuting pre. 
tenſions to which Catholics never laid claim. The 
danger is from the name at the end of the letter; a lei. 
ter vvritten to the friends, the penitents of Mr. Wharton, 
purpoſely calculated to perſuade them of his ſincerity 
and conviction in renouncing that faith, which himſelf 
had taught them. The weak and the wavering are 
daſily led aſtray by thoſe in whom they had placed an 
unlimited confidence. 

The intent of chis tract is to warn you of. the means 
of ſeduction, by which Mr. Wharton ſeeks to inſinuate 
himſelf into your hearts and underſtandings; and to 
guard yau againſt the ſnares in which, he wiſhes to en- 

tangle your, faith. I mean to proceed much in the 
ſame order, which he has laid down; and ſhall expoſe 
the fallacy of his reaſoning, miſapplication of princi- 
ples and miſrepreſentation of tenets, as they occaſio- 
nally occur in bis pamphlet. I fhall however ſome- 
times invert. the order, as it may ſuit my purpoſe: but 


never ſo as to give an uncandid account of his doctrines. 


There are many overſights of leſſer note in Mr. Whar- 
ton, which I ſhall paſs over without notice, leſt I ſhould 
tire the patience of the reader, by entering upon a ſe- 
rious dilſertation in matters, which are little or nothing 
to the parpoſe, whether true or falſe. My intention is 
ta defend the faith. of the church, not to eſtabliſh the 
opinions of ſchoolmen. 


I ſhall not make any apology to you or to the public 
for appearing in print. The cauſe of truth muſt not be 
neglected. I know well that I am not able to copy the 
ſtile and elegance of Mr. Wharton; but the cauſe 1 
undertake needs only the unaſfected ſimplicity of ſolid 
rgument, to ſupport it againſt ſophiſtical reaſoning, 


however florid it may appear. Whoever is gun” 
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with the difadvantages I labour under in this particulars 
will, L hope, give me credit for this undertaking, pros 
vided otherwile it anſw ers his expectations in point of 
veaſon and argument. I 550 n 
For my on part, I ſhall think myſelf amply re- 
warded for my trouble; though but one among you 
ſhould be ſupported, if wavering, or reclaimed, H ſe- 
duced, by his affef:onate addrets. K 
| The firſt article worth notice is (page 7:). in the fol- 
lowing words: God requires no more of any man; 
than his true and bearty endeavours to be faved, 
and their endeavours can never be ineffectunl, whote 
« reaſon and conſcience tell them, they are in the way 
« to fabvation.” 314.184 8 
The firſt part of this, he laadin nerple, is un- 
doubtedly true, if rightly under „We all know 
that God does not command impoſſibilities, as St Au- 
rw exprefles it: that he requires of us only trav aud 
carty endeavours, and will himſelf ſupply every deti= 
ciency on our pa But what application are we to 
make of this principle? Catholics ſay, tliat true and 
hearty endeavours ſuppoſe a man diveſted of inveterats 
prejudice and paſſion; above the feelings of partality; 
d that every obſtacle be removed, which might other- 
wiſe prevent the knowledge of truth, or impode the 
practice of virtue. Only theſe endeavours are ſuch as: 
can be called true and hearty, in the language of com- 
mon ſenſe. If a man has not removed every hinde- 
ance of the kind, he cannot be ſaid to have done all 
that was in his power. The ſecond part of the. propo- 
ltion muſt therefore be underſtood of real - reaJon, and 
true conſcience; in this ſenſe moſt certainly realon and 
oO are {ure guides to ſalvation; _ 0 e237 
ut is there no ſuch thing as an a ance of reaſon, 
which may be — the ns rk — 
often heard of an erroneous conſcience ? Thonſancts of 
examples, both in Scripture and profane-hiſtory, prove 
that a man may be perſuaded into error and 1mmora- 
lity in matters of religion, as well as into abſurdity in 
philoſophy; and will think nevestheleſs, that his judy-- 
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ment is directed by reaſon, his conduct guided by bis 
conſcience. Was not the great Apoſtle of the Gentile, 
guided by his reaſon and conſcience, when he bore ſo 
diſtinguiſhed a part in the illegal, unjuſt and horrid 
murder of St. Stephen? Might he not have alledged 
reaſon and conſcience for the motives of his condut in 
perſecuting the followers of Chriſt? Has not every er. 
ror and novelty pleaded reaſon and conſcience ? From 
Simon Magus to the preſent blackſmith or weayer, who 
leaves his employment.to teach his blaſphemous nonſenſe 
to the weak and enthuſiaſt, every innovator has laid 
claim to reaſon and conſcience, The credulous Maho. 
metan, the perverſe and hardened Jew, the un-enlight- 
ened Gentile, and what is worſe than all, the infamous 
group of philoſophical Deiſts, plead reaſon and con- 
ſcience in their defence. The celebrated Rouſſeau, in 
his Emile throughout, uſes his reaſon in very elegant 
eee to overturn the ſyſtem of revelation. 

ill Mr. Wharton allow all theſe to be in the way 
to ſalvation? Will he ſay to Rouſſeau, as he does to you 
Catholics of Worceſter, in the ſame page, If theſe 
faithful guides (reaſon and conſcience) ſpeak ſuch a 
4 langua e to your hearts, continue to liſten to their 
« ſaving leſſons; continue to be happy.” If he does, 
adien to his own creed. Whatever latitude he allows, 
he at leaſt pretends to be a Chriſtian; and therefore 
muſt admit the neceſſity of the Goſpel diſpenſation 
in order to be ſaved. This. however is deſtroyed, 
if be admits Rouſſeau as a fellow-traveller in the ſane 
road to happine/s, page 14, from the plea of reaſon and 
conſcience. No revelation will be neceſſary, no myſte- 
ries, no ſacraments, The next ſtep is to a ſyſtem (fond 
child of deiſm) which deprives God of his juſtice and 
power, by aſſerting that he could not create man ſub- 
ject to puniſhment, however his crimes might inſult the 
majeſty of his Creator. „ e | 

But if Mr. Wharton will not allow Rouſſeau to be a 
fellow-traveller in the ſame road to happineſs, notwith- 
{tanding his plea of reaſon and conſcience; Mr. _ 

| lcau 


Cc, 


(630) 


Jeu has a right to addreſs Mr. Wharton in his own 
words to you, ibid. Let no ſecurity whatever, no 


« conviction of your excluſive bappineſs ſo warp your 
« under ſtanding, OT exulcerate your heart, as to make 


conluming years in unbiaſſed enquiries, can diſcover 
« no revelation in the Bible, nor admit many ductrines, 
« which that revelation propoſes. For your fake, I de- 
precate ſuch unchriſtian uſage, as well as for my 
« on.“ , ent nia 
Mr. Rouſſeau has an equal right to addreſs Mr. 
Wharton in theſe words, as Mr. Wharton has to depre- 
cate thisyour unchriſtian uſage; becauſe he can difcover 
no unerring authority delegated to man, nor admit 
« many doctrines, which that authority propoſes.” If 
reaſon and conſcience authoriſe Mr. Wharton to differit 
from us: reaſon and conſcience will certainly excul- 
pate Rouſſeau, if he differs in opinion from Ms. War- 
tom [327 TH 2 Hang, 
If then Mr. Wharton, by realon and conſcience, 
means real condidſion from ſolid grounds, or in othet 
words t#utk ufelf, which darts. conviction on: the mind, 
then we admit the propoſition ; but it will be nothing 
to his purpoſe; for then the queſtion returns in fb 


perſuaſion, or if he rather chuſes it, perſanal conviction, 
then let him anſwer J. J. Rouſſeau. I beg leave to in- 
form him that we may abuſe the uſe of our reaſon, as. 
well as the liberty of our will, and may be damned 
for the one as well as the other. Burnet's Expoſition 
of the 39 Articles. Art. 19. page 248. gd Edition, 
Dublin 17 4. | 387 HTS TN f 
I ſhall not take notice of Mr. Wharton's lamentation, 
page the 8th, nor of what he ſays of himſeif, page the 
gth. I attack his errors, not his perſun .. 
I muſt trauferibe a long paragraph from page the gth, 
and the following. There: was a time, when; like y on, 


© was 


I 1gloriedin my religion 1 1 daily thanked God, that” / 
| - 3 ; 


you pronounce condemnation upon thoſe, who after | 
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force, Who are thoſe, on whoſe fide only trath-ſbews its 
ſelf. But if by reafon and conſcience he underſtands 
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u not, lile otler men, heretics, ſchiſinatics, and inf. 


del; I ſubſcribed with unfeigned ſincerity to that br. 


7 ticle of your belief; That the Roman church is th: 
* mother-and miſtreſi of all churches, and that out of her 
*; communton no /alvation can be obtained. IL. Was per. 
*. ſuaded, that the e of her adverſaries were 


* lighter than chaff; though, at the ſawe time, I ſhould 
* haye deemed it an impiety to weigh them in the 


* ſcales of impartiality and candour. Common ſenſe 
informed me, that inquiry implied a doubt, whilſt the 
voice of the church was loud in proclaiming, that 10 


doubt of any doftrinal point was to be no longer a 


Roman catholic. Under ſuch a dilemma the inqui- 


* ſitive faculties of the mind muſt remain in a ſtate of 
** torpid acquieſcence, or be exerted only after a pre- 
** vious and definitive judgment has been paſſed upon 
** the truth, or falſity of the doctrines in debate I was, 
therefore. ſoon convinced, that no confiftent Roman 
** catholic can be a candid inquirer in matters of religion. 
He cannot ſet out with that indifference to the truth 


or falſity of a tenet, which forms the — aged 


of rational inveſtigation.” Then he quotes Mr. Be- 
rington, Scripture, and St. Chryſoſtom, to what purpoſe 
I ſhall ſhortly diſcuſs: and proceeds as follows; page 11. 
It ſoon became painful to regard ſuch fellow-chriſt:ans, 
* fome of whom are very near my heart, as ſtraying 


s widely from the only road to happineſs, by refuſing 


to ſubmit to a church, out of the pale of which no ſal- 


vation can be had. I diſmiſſed the cruel idea with 
„ contempt and indignation. | But with it a leading 
principle of my former belief was abandoned. I know 
that ſome of your late ingenious . 5 in England, 


« where a writer muſt affett to be liberal, if he mean to 


de read, have laboured hard to palliate the ſeverity of 
this unpopular tenet. Others have rejected it, as no 


« article of their creed. But neither the ſophiſtry f 


the former, nor the inconfiſtency of the latter can do 


4. away! a doctrine ſo. expreſsly Celivered in every pub- 


Mr. 
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Mr. Wharton cannot be ignorant of the intent apd» 


import of the article of Pope Pius's creed, I ſhall there- 
fore take the liberty to aſſert, that he bas wiltully m2/-- 


interpreted and miſapplied it. To prove this, it is necel-. 


ſary to explain, What the Catholic Church underſtands 
by the article, Out of the Roman Catholic Church no ſalug-, 


lion can be lad; and what may be lawfully deduced 


from it. | | 

In the Apoſtles Creed we believe @ holy Catholic 
Church. This belief moſt certainly imports, that our 
Divine Redeemer purchaſed, by his blood, a Church, 
which from the times of the apoſlles was to ſpread itſelf 
into all nations; and to continue thus diffuſed to the 
end of time. Proteſtants and Catholics again agree in 
this, that there is but one. Catholic church, inſtituted by 
Chriſt. We do ndt fay Churches, but Church. In fact, 


it is not poſſible, that two different Churches ſhould be, 


ſo univerfally diffuſed through the world as to be really 
Catholic. 40 | ; | ALIA 

I hope we ſhall alſo agree in another point; that this 
one, holy, Catholic Church is inflituted as the only way 
to heaven; and therefore there is na ſalvation to be 


hoped for, but through the communion of this Church. 
It is not neceſſary to prove this; for I believe no one, 


who pretends to the name of Chriſtian, will call it in 
queſtion. However I beg leave to confirm this doc- 
trine, from the authority of Dr. Pearſon, in his Expoſi- 
tion of the Creed, Art. 9. The neceſſity of believing 
« the holy Catbolie Church appeareth firſt in this, that 
10 Chriſt hath appointed it, as the only way to eternal 
life. We read at the firſt, that the Lord added to the 
church daily ſuch as ſhould be ſaved: what was then 


« daily done, hath been done ſince continually. Chriſt 


never appointed two ways to heaven: nor did he 
build a church to ſave ſome, and make another inſti. 
* tution for other mens ſalvation. There is no other 
name under heaven, given among men, by which we 
muſt be ſaved, but the name of Jeſus Chriſt : and that 
name is no Otherwiſe given under heaven, than in the 

. | « Church. 


| 
N 


more clear from her liturgy. See the Common Prayer 


feience in the latitude he gives them. 


nion wich the See. of Rome be not unite/ſal ; then lei 


any man lwing point out one that is ſo. 5 


8905 
Church. As none were ſaved from the Deluge but 
« ſuch as were within the ark of Noah; —ſo none ſhall 
ever eſcape the eternal wrath of God, which belong 
* not to the Church of God.” | 
This learned proteſlant Divine needs no commen- 
tator. | 5 


The doctrine of the Church of England is perhaps 


> © a wa td 


Book in the Third Collett for Good Friday, where the 
Church prays for“ Jews, Turks, infidels and heretics,” 
and begs Almighty God to“ take from them all 290. 
* r7ance and hardneſs of heart, and contempt of his 
« word, and to fetch them home to his flock, that ih 

« may be ſaved, &c.“ Two things are here intimated, 
Firſt, that as thoſe Jews; 8c. muſt be brought tothe flock 
of Chriſt, which certainly means his Church, in order 
to be ſaved; they cannot be ſaved unleſs they be united 
to this Church. Secondly that z2norance i have oined 
to hardneſs of heart, and contempt of the word x God, 
as an obſtacle to ſalvation: the Church of England does 
not therefore admit of Mr. Wharton's rea/ow and con- 
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In a word it is plain from fact, and from the conſent 
of all Chriſtians, that there is 50 ſalvation out of the 
one, holy and Catholic Church. Now it is àa matter of fact, 
which Mr. Wharton muſt allow, that the only Church 


exiſling, which is really Covholic, or univerſally ſpread P- 
through all nations, is that Church, which is in commu- Fu 


mon with the See of Rome, vulyarly called the Roman 
Catholic Church. The article of the creed is fufficient!y 
clear: the application of it to that Chureh, Which is in 
eommunion with the Roman Pontiff, wholly depends 
on this ſimple queſtion, is that Churgh alone cat/otre, or 
timer ſal ꝙ If it is, then the article of Pope Pins's Creed 
is barely an application of the gth article of the apolllcs 
Creed: and the juſtneſs of this application reſts ou = 
fact of public notoriety. But if the Church in commu- 


This 
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This being the doctrine of the Church, Catholics 
have a juſt right to ſay, that no falvation can be hoped 
for, out of the communion of. the Roman Cathoke 
Church. But we all know there are two exceptions to 
this general rule. The firſt is the caſe of invincible ig 
norance, when a perſon is out of the viſible communio 
of the Church for want of knowledge, which it is not in 
his power to acquire. Every Catholic will allow fal: 
vation to ſuch a perſon, provided he dies in the ſtate of 
grace. The ſecond is the caſe of inevitable neceſſity, 
when a perſon wiſhes to enter the vifible communion 
of the Church, but cannot remove the obſtacles, which 
hinder him from becoming one of her members, For 
example, a perſon who is preparing for baptiſm, or an 
excommunicated perſon, who repents, and wiſhes to be 
reconciled ; but if either ſhould die before their wiſhes 
are accompliſhed, without fault or neglect on their part, 
their being out of the viſible commumon of the Church, 
will not be the cauſe of their condemnation. They are 
in her communion, as much as heart and deſire can ef- 
tet, and God will not impute to them their being out. 
This is the belief of every conſſſlent Catholic. ' 
But as to the Waesche of theſe principles to parti- 
cular perſons, we have no rule laid down by the Church. 
We are all taught not to judge any one. Who among 
Proteſtants is in the caſe of invincible ignorance, or in- 
evitable neceſſity, We muſt all leave to the infcrutable 
Judgments of God; he alone is the ſearcher of hearts, 
and will render to every one according to his works. 
We tremble indeed for every one, who is ſeparated 
from the viſible communion of the one, holy, Catholic 
Church, and heartily pray for their return to us: we 
ſear leſt their paſſions. not neeeſſity, ſhould be the cauſe 
of their ſeparation; and alſo leſt they ſhould die with- 
out ſanclih in g grace, however intincihle their ignorance, 
for want of thole means of ſanttification, the ſacraments 
of penance, euobariſt, and extreme union, which we 
believe are only adminiſtered in our communien. 


This 
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7855 with and fervent, prayer of every conſiſtent (a. 


Mation from their parents, who 


(wo Þ 
This, I fay, is the belief of every confiftent Catholic, 
Ir ny one has taken upon him to determine who, 2. 
mong Proteſtants are, or are not in the cafe of ini. 
cable z2gnorance, or inevitable neceſfity, he has done this 
from his own head, without any warrant" from is 
Church. e GS gu e 
The aflertion, page 12, That Proteſtants of ſenſe 
6 and education are in a ſtate of damnation, muſt be 
the th belief of a conſiſtent Roman Catholic,” 
is falle. We do not indeed underſtand how men df 
ſenſe and education can ſtand out againſt the irreſiſtible 
evidence af the Catholic religion: but that they may 
not be kept from embracing it, either by be ig 
norance, or inevitable neceſſity, is neither the belief of 
any conſiſtent Catholic, nor his buſineſs to inquire. 
| 7 and various are the obſtacles to a ſearch after 
truth. Prejudice of education is hard to be overcome, 
The feelings and.paſſions have a great ſway over our 
habus . The variety of mens occupations, 
which engroſs the time of a great majority of mankind: 
all theſe are very great obſlructions to information. But 
in this particular caſe there is one reaſon of more 
weight than all the reſt. The miſrepreſentations and 
calummes, ſucked in at the breaſt by every Proteſtant, 
make the Catholic religion _ ſo odious, that it does 


not ſeem to delerve an inv How far any oi 
theſe reaſons, or altogether, are favourable to Prote. 
Rants, mull be left to the mercy of God. That they 
may ſerve for a compleat excuſe for them all, is the ſi- 


In the origin of a public defection from the Church, 
the grounds of the — of innovators againſt her are 
generally better known, than at this diſtance from the 
beginning of the Reformation, When Luther fil 
oached his impieties, molt men of any information 
knew, tbat paſſion not truth was the main ſpring of his 
conduct: at preſent the generalit receive their infor- 
{.ſcourſe of the . 

al 


. N 
and hiſtory of the Reformation as they are variouſſy 
affected. Few read the hiſtories of thoſe times, or only 
read ſuch as are evidently intereſted. Very few ard 
capable of ſcrutinizing theſe matters according to the 
firit rules of criticiſm. Thus a great majority of our 
ſeparated brethren receive their whole knowledge of 
liſtory, the ſame as their religion, from the authority of 
their parents, ſchoolmaſters, or teachers, without an 
examination at all of either facts or principles; — 
think themſelves authorized to believe implicitly what 
they hear from thoſe of whole. candour and veracity 
.hey have no manner of ſuſpicion. Hence my private 
opinion is, that many Proteſtants, who would be excu- 
ſed by men, may hope for indulgence before a more 
nerciful God, I could ſay much more upon this head: 
but as I have already remarked, it is not the bulineſs of 
any Catholic to inquire into theſe matters. Thus much 
am confident of, that no one will ever be condemned 
by the indulgem God of the Chriſtians, who is not un- 
worthy his mercy. Whether Proteſtant, Jew or Hot- 
tentot, they will all meet the ſweets of his garnet, if 
they do not force him to exert the rigors of his e 
by reſiſting his divine decrees. But how he will bring 
them to the knowledge of thoſe means of grace, which 
he has deemed. neceſſary to ſalvation, is a myſtery 
which no man living is authorized to pronouns 
upon 

"Thus I think it is evident that Mr. Wharton has 
perverted the ſenſe of the above quoted Catholic te 
net, by giving it too great a latitude; and has alſo miſ- 
applied it, by ſuppoſing that Catholics, by virtue of that 
principle, are dilpoſed to condemn 71 Proteſtant 
they meet. He has alſo perverted the Tenfe of the ar- 
gument, page 12. Proteſtants allow ſalvation to Ro- 
man "Cakolics but Roman Catholics do not allow 
* ſalvation to Proteſtants: therefore the Roman Ca- 
* tholic religion is the ſafeſt of the two.” This argu- 
ment, as it ſcamds, is inconcluſive, as I could ſhew by 


4 


the rules of ſyllogiſms, were it not pedantiſm, in a mat- 


ter of this moment. Let it run thus; Proteſtants alloy 


admit the argument, and will abi 


the belief of any 


„ tenet.“ If oy man ſhould deny it to be an article of 


£ 


am not anſwerable for either the Jophiſtry of the former; 
or the zxcon/e/tency of the latter, as 
1 | 


plained this principle in as'great a latitude, as is neceſ- 
- ſary, to prove it uncharitable and unpopular. But! 


( } 


the Catholic religion to be a ſafe way to falvation ;- but 
Catholics do not allow the Proteſtant religion to be 2 
ſafe way to ſalvation: therefore the Catholic religion is 
the ſafeſt of the two: for that muſt be the ſafeſt, which 
is allowed to be ſafe by both * In this ſenſe 1 
de by the conſequence, 
but not as it ſtands in Mr. Wharton's letter, becauſe of 
the application to particulat perſons, which is no part of 
Catholic. Zach | 
If it be ſaid, that ſome controvertiſts have urged the 
argument as Mr. Wharton has formed it; which 1 ſhall 
not give myſelf the trouble to examine; I muſt be 
leave to ſay, that I am no ways anſwerable for the falſe 
reaſoniag of any man. TI agree with every Catholic in 
points of faith, but an not bound to uſe or defend their 
arguments. * 
I know of no Catholic controvertiſt, who has * 1: 
* boured hard to palliate the ſeverity of this unpopular 


his creed, as explained above, I ſhall deny him to be a 
Catholic any more than Mr. Wharton. However | 


r. Wharton calls | 


Mr. Wharton may poſſibly think, that J have ex- 


hope the unpopularity of a tenet is nota demonſtration of 
its falſehood. We muſt not ſet up the paſſions of men, 
which revolt at doctrines of a ſupernatural order, againſt 
the decrees. of heaven. 1 grant indeed that it is very 
abſurd to . plead the uncharitableneſs of any tenet as 
* an argument for its truth.” But charity does not 
authorize us to allow eternal felicity to thoſe who have 
no title to it from the promiſes of Chriſt: Hence unles 


Mr. Wharton can prove this doctrine falfe, the ſar- 


caſm of uncharitableneſs is no argument againſt it. 
: ' ! k ut 
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Becauſe it denies ſalvation to every one, who, by his 
own fault, is out of the communion of the Catholic 
Church. Every one has a right to adopt whatever 
lyſtem of — — ſeems moſt conſiſtent with the prin- 
ciples of revelation; and it muſt be uncharitable to re- 
gard him as ſtraying from the only read to happinels, 
becauſe he does not juſt think as we. do. This is a cu- 
rious piece of ꝓuſineſs! Catholics and Proteſtants a- 
gree that Chriſt has inſtituted only one church as the 
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Chriſt always was, and muſt always be Catholic or uni- 
ver/al :; and plain matter of fact declares, that the only 
Church which is catholic, is the Church in communion 
with the See ef Rome: a very clear conlequence is, 


N fault, does not belong te the Church ef God: nor of 
f courſe can he ever be ſaved, even according to Mr. 
; WY (ear fon quoted before. wr #19 

| Granting for a moment tliat we are miſtaken ; that 
5 the Roman Church, as it is vulgarly called, is not the 
s 


true Church of : Chriſt, the only juſt conſequence is, 
that we want-underſtanding,in «ha application; but nat 
charity, Deception is a defett in * underſtanding, : 
but uncharitableneſs is the fault of a poiſoned heart. 
They differ widely. No man is defective in charity, if 
he wiſhes all the good to his neighbour, which be wiſhes 
to himſelf. Mr. Wharton would have à hard 'talk to 
prove that Catholics do not wach every Proteſtant to be 
ſaved. Catholics. have undertaken more miſſiogs 
among infidels, and reduced more ſeparated, Chriſtians 
to their Communion than ever Proteſtants, have done. 
It we are allowed to reaſon from facts, Catholics wijl 
appear to be more intereſſed in the ſalvation of men, 
tan their Proteſtant brethren, who very humanely leave 
cvery one in his own road to hap w/s, however hug 
his religion may be, without gin; themſelves /muc 
tHouble to;cOnvmnce him of his error. If a mans reaſan 
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But hy is this doctrine uncharitable and unpopulat? 


road to heaven: we all cenfeſs that this Church of 


that whoever is 6ut of her communion by his own - 


is deceived, if his conſcience $8 ene oY 


1 1 4 < » 7 — — 2 _ — 
* « h Cz 2 Y * by ——— 
n i he + -wASEY _— 
4 5 IR... N —— « be - * = 
2 1 1 
22 3 7 - 4 
"_— — - 


1 we * 
m——_ 
" ers 
n 
N # 4 
—_ . aw 
* 


1 


he __ - = PE 
** LN 


* 7 — ku a - _ 
-- — 3 PTY; 2 > Fa 


1 

His own fault, what will either or both contribute to his 
ſalvation ? or how would our charitably ſuppoſing hin 

to be in the way to heaven, help him on towards it. 
St. Paul very uncharitably excludes from the king. 
dom of heaven, adulterers, fornecators, drunkards, here. 
tica, and a number of other faſhionable Chriſtians of our 
times, Gal. v. verſe * 19, and the following; what might 
not any of theſe proſcribed perſons fay to Mr. Whar. 
ton? T hope he is not ſo charitable as to allow them to 
be in the way to ſalvation. It is in vuin to quote ſcrip. 
ture. Catholics have as — ight to exclude e- 
tics from the kingdom of heaven, by the authority of 
St. Paul, as any man living has to exclude drunkards, 
from the ſame chapter and verſe. Should Mr. Wharton 
fay that our application of the word kere/y is wrong, let 
him then call us fools, and prove it too; for we ſhall 
not take his word; but we diſclaim his accuſation of 

uncharitableneſs, reg 

The Mahometans are no where mentioned in ſerip- 
ture. By what rule will Mr. Wharton exclude them 
from heaven? he admits no other rule of faith. No 
controverted text will ſatisfy him, and if I underſtand 
him right, every text is controverted, which is either 
denied or explained away by the adverſary. Page 24. 
Do a few controverted texts of the ſeripture make 
« infallibility as evident to reaſon, as &c. In this 
ſenſe almoſt every text of ſcripture has been contro- 
verted; nay the whole bible is denied by the Deiſts. 
Mr. Wharton is therefore uncharitable and unchriſtian 
in excluding drunkards, adulterers, deiſls, &c. from hea- 
ven, who cannot diſcover his explication of St. Paul to 
be the genuine ſenſe of the ſcriptures; or otherwiſe 

cannot e any revelation in the bible. 
- Jean Jaques Rouſſeau calls the doftrine Barbarous, 
which excludes from heaven a perſon, who dies without 
baptiſm. The ſuppoſition: of original fin imputes an 
injuſtice to God. Let any one read his Emile. What 
will Mr, Wharton anſwer to this? The charge of ba. 
barity is ſomething ſtronger than that of uncharitablene/s: 


2h J cannot 


(13. ) 
Il cannot diſmifs this ſubject without juſt hinting at 
two expreſſions of Mr. Wharton, the firſt page 11, ** If. 
« ſays he, pure and undefiled religion with and the 
« Father, be this, to vifit widows and orphans in their 
« tribulations, and to Keep oneſelf unſtained, from this 
„world, I think, I know ſeveral, who have a good 
claim to this religion.” I think ſeyeral ſuch may be 
found among Jews aud Turks. This is Rouſſeau's re- 
figion. Mr. Wharton ſometimes forgets that the goſpel 
diſpenſation requires a right faith to falvation, beſides 
the merit of good Works. Without faith it 25 e 
to pleaſe God, if we believe St. Paul, Heb. xi. v. | 

The ſecond. is page the 12th, where he mentions the 
cruel hereſy of the per/erutors. I condemn perſecution 
for religious tenets, which do not otherwiſe affect the 

ace of ſociety; but am quite at a loſs to find how Mr. 
Wharton can make it hereſy. It is a fin againſt cha- 
rity, but not agaiuſt faith. I is contrary to the doctrine 

Jeſus Chriſt, ſays Mr. Wharton: be it ſo; and con- 


ſequently heretical; this I deny. Adultery and murder 


are con to the doctrine of Chriſt; but are not he- 
refies. I ſhall not enlarge upon this odious topic, which 
has been treated with too much acrunony, by both 
Proteſtants and Catholics. I with however our ſepa- 
rated brethren would be candid enough to attend to 
matter of ſatt; they would diſcover the Catholic 
religion was firſt introduced into almoſt every country, 
where it exiſts; by prayer, preaching 9 
never by open force, violence, bloodſhed, and rebellion 
againſt the civil power. I ſhall beg leave to add, chat 
the inquiſition in every religion is a political inſtitu- 
tion, N 

There is another capital error in the extract from 
Mr. Wharton above. He aſſerts, that no conſiſtent 
Roman Catholic.can be a candid inquirer in matters of 
religion, Inquiry, according to him, implies a doubt. 
Rational inyelligation preſuppoſes indifference to the 
truth or falſity of the tenet under examination. Bu uo 
Catholic can doubt of E TING his Church, with- 


N 
out ceaſing to be a member of her communion. The 
inquiſitive faculties of every Catholic muſt then remain 
in a ſtate of torpid acquieſcence, or be exerted after a 
previous definitive ſentence has been paſſed on the doc- 
trines in debate. E RU TETITETY 
Thus you Catholics of Worceſter. muſt be incon- 
ſiſtent, or you cannot be Catholies from rational con- 
viction. I ſuppofe this conviction muſt be the reſult of 
rational invſlegalion. which no conſiſtent Roman Ca- 
thohc can ever make, according to this doctrine. If 
this be true, how inconſiſtent is Mr. Wharton in his 
words to you, page the yth, „If theſe faithful guides 
* (reaſon and conſcience) ſpeak ſuch a language to 
your hearts, continue to liſten to their ſaving” leſſons, 
continue to be happy.” What have reaſon and con- 
ſcience to do, where no rational inquiry can be made? 
how can reaſon ſpeak to the heat of a man, who can- 
not conſiſtently exert the inquiſitive faculties of the 
mind, but after a previous definitive judgment bas been 
pronounced on the doctrines in debate. If Mr. Whar- 
ron is conſiſtent, he muſt ſay, You Roman Catholics 
* Cai: never be candid inquirers; you cannot inſlitute 
* a rational inveſtigation. Your perſuaſion then mult 
6. be grounded on a torpid acquieſcence to the doctrines 
of your teachers; can never be the reſult of convic- 
tion. You cannot adhere to your communion from 
true principles of -rea/on and conſcience, however you 
may flatter . that either or beth ſpeak the 
„language of falvation to your hearts.” From this 
doktrine it evidently follows, that the endeavours of 
Roman Catholics can never be true and hearty; that 
 1ea/on or con/ctence cannot tell them they are in the way 
do ſalvation; and finally that no conſſſten Roman Catholic 
can be in the may to ſalvation. This falls intothebarbarous 
tene (which) laid the firſt foundation for the eruel hereſ 
Hof the perſecutors; and is inconſiſtent with Mr. 
Muharton's principles; though a dirett-conſequence of 
his dektrine of rational inquiry). 1 . 
If Mr, Wharton be examined by his own rules, be 
will not appear a candid inguirer. Page the 11th, he 
| | | gwes 
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zives us the riſe and proꝑreſs of his inveſtigation. His 
intimate connections with many valuable Proteſtants 
not the inveſtigation of their tenets ).enlarged his ideas, 
and weaned his mind from the narrownels of a ſyſtem. 
In proportion as he became acquainted with their per/ons 
(not their doQrines) he ceaſed to view their principles 
through the medium of prejudice. R them became 
painful to view thoſe he as ſtraying widely from 
the only road to happineſs; he therefore diſmiſſed the 
cruel idea, with contempt and indignation, and with 
that a leading principle of his former belief; the iner- 
rancy of the Church. 25 | 

Thus Mr. Wharton paſſed rapidly from the torpid 
acquieſeence, under which he had laboured ſo long, to a 
flat rejection of one of the leading principles of the 
Catholic Church without any other reaſon aſſi 
than hzs ini macy with the "per/ons' of ſome valuable' Pro- 
x/antz.- He did not examine their doctrines tilhafter- 
wards, To follow his on rules, he ſhould: firſt have 
doubted, then examined their tenets :- this he did at. 
But rejetted a leading tenet of his former belief, barely 
from his familiarity with Proteſtauts, an his delicate 
and charitable feelings for their ſalvation.. This tender 
ſympathy proves that he was not wholly indifferent to- 
the truth or falſity of the 'doftrines in debate. In @ 
word Mr. Wharton did not examine his ſources of re- 
kg10us information ; till be kad paſſed a previous defini- 
tive ſentence on · the nullity of the Church's claim to in- 
fallibility. He is not then a candid inquirer, in matters 
of reigiom | | f 15 [: 097 ehren 

Moreover as a-previous doubt is · neceſſary for a cans 
did inquiry, why did not Mr. Wharton doubt alſo of 
the Scriptures themſelves; why did he” not throw off 
that tor pid acquie//ence to the exiſtence of revelation * 
This was. as necellary. as the other, This however le 
did not, For myſ own part (page 14.) no ſooner had 
relinquiſhed this unwarruntable tenet, then doubts 
* * to ariſe concerning ſome others; with wich it 


oy 


* is 0 nearly conne lle. 
pro BZ. No 


J conſide 


of the paſtors, if they pr 


( a8 } 

2 No doubts are even hinted at except about the tenet 
of Catholics, Page the 15th, To trace each religiou 
truth to its 2 ſources of reaſon and revelation, 
as the moſt noble employment, &c" 
oy had then no doubt concerning the exiſtence of reve. 
ion, nor the inſpiration of the bible, He did not / 
out wth that indifference to the dr ui: ar ſalſiiy of thr/ 
tenets, which: forms the leading feature f rattonal 11. 
veſdi galion. Them he — made a candid inquiry in. 
to theſe 1 49g £3 me He labours ſtill; under a- torpid 
acquieſcence, ay 5 poſſea a previous deſinitive judo ment 
on theſe ; 7009þ in debate ——— e and the Deiſls. 
It. 1 doctrine be admitted, three-fourths at leaſt 0 
mankind would be thrown into a ſtate, of ſcepticiſm, oui 
of which they could never extricate themlelves, by any 

inquiry. within, the ſphere of their; capacity: 

It would indeed be torpid * uieſcence-to che voice 
*,7 doctrines of the 
Church, without giving ſufficient reaſon for their credi- 
bility. But ny. is not the caſe. Among Catholic, 
ſeveral come to us from other communions; theſe I 
hope paſs from doubt to conviction. Others are edu. 


eated among us; and you all know with what care and 


diligence the paſtors of the Church propoſe to the ten- 
der minds of youth the motives of ereflibility, to con- 
e v them of the . of believing, whatever the 
ane, Catholic and Apoſtolic Church propoſes as an at- 
ticle 25 faith. If theſe reaſons amount to conviction, 
whatneceſſuy of deubting? We may doubt when the 
reaſous do not ſufficiently ſtrike the mind on arreſt its 
aſſent: but where the | reaſons are clear and4trong, the 
mind will not wait for further examination. I beg leave 
to add, that a man may inflitute a rational inveſtigation 
about the , exiſtence ol a Deity ; but I defy” any man 
Hving either to doubt of it, or to ſet out (at indi e- 
yence'to the truth or talſity of this point. 

I muſt now examine the authorities quoted pagetbe 10th. 
The text from 1 Thefl. v. » prove all Güngg eld fail that 
« which is good,” lignifies n no more than à warning to the 


does 


* 
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neuf Theſſalonians nos to receive every ſort of doctrine pro, 
ou poled to them, hut to try and examine the tenets, and 
ion, this every Catholic will allow. The Apoſtle does not 
& c' lay by any means, that this proof is to be made by pri- 
ere. ¶ vate examine of the  ſeriptures. Nor does St. Peter, 
% Ep. iii. 15 Where he wiſhes every Chriſtian to be 
ae ready to“ give an anſwer of the hope which is in him.“ 
½Iulis may be, done by every Catholic without, examining 

in. the ſeriptures, St. . does not afhgn that method. - 
rpud The poſultve injundtion of the beloved diſciple of Je- 
nent WF fus, “ not to believe every ſpirit, but try the ſpirits whe- 
its. © ther they be of God,” is indeed of a very ſerious 
ol nature. At that time it was meant; againſt thoſe who 
out denied the divinity ef the. Son of God, as appears from 
any WJ che following verſe, 1 Ep. John iv. 2. Hereby ye 
« know the {put of God; every ſpit it that confeſſeth 
ice © that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleth is of God.” At 
the WF preſent it may very properly be applied to warn Chriſ- 
di- tians not to believe every ſpirit of error, which. daily 
ics, WM rears up its towering bead againſt the eſtabliſhed autho- 
e I WF rity of the Catholic Church; but can never be ſtrained 
du- to ſignify that Chriſtians are to try every dattrine. by 
0d private examine. St. John does not ſend them to ſcrip- 
en- ture, but orders them to compare the doctrines of thoſe 
on- falſe teachers, whom he mentions, with the dofrine of 
the W the incarnation, which he had preached to them. I 

als fear this text is agai ſt Mr. Wharton. AT YH 
on, I could wiſh that Mr. Wharton would. be as candid 
he with us as be defizes us to be in our reſearches aſter 
is truth. He tries and examines every Catholic tenet by 
he the teſt of ſcripture. r texts, no 
ve ways controverted or ambiguous; yet in this leading 
on tenet, which forms the wall of — flag between the 
an Reformation and the Catholic Church, he brings texts, 
ſe- Which he 2 well are not 2 cantrouerted, but 
even may be as properly explained to favour our princi: 
h. WW ples as his ones we gr b T is evident that not 
one of them contains one word. about prixate examine. 
Let bim aflign at leaſt one text in the bible, ae 
K clearly 
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elearly and without ambiguiry; ſhews that the ſcripture; 
are to be interpreted by the private judgment of every 
private perſon. But as this cannot be done, let him 


mark out a paſſage in the bible, which in the dune clear 


manner pronounces, that the authorit of the Church is 
not to be minded in matters of religion. He will not 
certainly mention tlie 18th chapter of St. Matthew, 
« Pvt if he neglett to hear the Church, let him be to 
* thee as an heathen man and a piblican.” Prote eftant 
Tg ation, ' 

r. Berrington only pleads for evil teren and 
as J hope no one intends to b Mr: Wharton, 
ſhall Tay-no more of this matter. 

The note in the fame page muſt not be neglefted: 
« not to mention many other ancient fathers, who ad- 
* vife us to have recourfe to the ſcriptures in all doubts 
„about religion, I will only lay before the reader two 
remarkable paſſages of St. Chryfoſtom.- This clo- 
* quent Dottor ſhall ſpeak for all the reſt.” Fhen he 
a es us a long quotation from the imperfe# work 66 
omnies on St. Matthew. The Fathers, one and all, 
have referred us to feripture for the deciſiom of all our 
diſfeulties; it is needleſs to mention them; St. Ch 
ſoſtom ſpeaks. for them all. But 'unhappily for My 


Wharton, he neither ſpeaks for any of the reſt, nor for 


himfelf. That work is not the compoſition of this elo- 


— Doctor; and this Mr. Wharton: knows very well 


cannot ſuppoſe him ignorant of what every ſmetterer 
in theology would have told him, had he objected this 
text in tlie ſchools. That this work was evidently-writ- 
ten in latin; that the ſtyle of this work is quite different 
from that of St. Chry ſoſtom; and. that the Arian hereſy 
is manifeſtly defended and ſupported” in it; which laf 
alone proves to demonſtration, that it is not the work of 
St. Chryſoſtom. I ſuppoſe Mr. Wharton truſted to the 
authority' of his teachers, when he gave this anſwer 
formerly; I doubt not bur he has given this anſwer 
and Iwill make bod to aſſert that he hover found any 


reaſon to invalidate it, in wy reſearches made 3 
Wards 


. Rc] 
cards. See the Mauriſt. edit. of St. Chry ſoſtom, F. . 
n the Diatriba. 1810 nn 
After a pompous quotation, of the Arian author, Mr. 
harton cannot help aſking ,*-Whether ſuch; would 
nov be the advice of a Catholie Doctor? Would not 
ſuch a perſon be rather diſcouraged from conſulting 
the ſeriptures, and referred to the deciſons of Popes 
* and, Councils?” To which I anſwer; if any one 
doubts the authority of the Church, no conſiſtent Ca- 
holic Doctor in hrs /enjes would ever refer him to the 
decrees of Popes or Councils; but to the reaſons which 
prove the authority of the Church; lande ould point out 
everal texts of ſcripture, hie hi proue that doctrine. 
But if any one, otherwiſe convinced of the neceſſity - 
of Church authority, doubts Whether any HN te- 
et be the doctrine of the Church, then I think there 
would be no impropriety in referring ſuch a perſon to- 
her decrees... I 9 os of Popes are out of the 
queſtion, unleſs: they are in doctrinal points, and even 
then are not irrevocable definitions unleſs the Church 
receives them, and by this renders them her sm. 
The 1gth Hom. on the 2d Ep. to the Cor. is cer- 
tainly the work of St. Chryſoſtom. He had a right to 
deſire the faithful not to mind What thzs. or 4hat man-a/- 
/crts for truth, eſpecially hen ſcripture is plainly againſt 
Vim; but there is not one word about the authority of 
the Church. Mr. Wharton concludes; How one of 
the moſt enlightened Dodtors of antiquity could write 
this paſſage, and yet regard the dotirine of private 
* judgment as heretical is a paradox, which all the fine- 
** ſpun ſubtilities of modern ſchool-men would find it 
difficult to unravel.” I own I cannot, comprehend 
how Mr. Wharton. can have the confidence. to write 
this, againſt his .own-convition. He knows well that 
any moderate ſtudent in any univerſity would. tell him, 
that what the eloquent Doctor ſays is indeed very true, 
but is nothing to the purpoſe. Ihe ſact is. St. Chry- 
loſtom in that bomily throughout is ſtriving to prove, 
that poverty is preferable to riches; a very unpopular 


tongs 


= © -—— vw t%, &. 


wW.y- 


es 


(1 285" » 
tenet at this time! he gathers à number of ſcriptun 
texts, which go home to the purpoſe, and then con. 
cludes: « Wherefore I beg and entreat that all of you 
4% would neglett what A or that man (not the Church] 
* aſſerts for truth about , matters, and tliat you 
«% would inveſtigate all the/e things from the ſcriptures.” 
We do net deny but that a perſon ſhould have recourſe 
to ſeripture againſt the private opinions of men, when 
they are plain and deciive; but Mr. Wharton ſhould 


have proved thavievery controverſy..aght: 80 be finally 


terminated'by: the ſeriptures alone, imerpreted by pri. 
vate judgment, and I defy auy man kving to prove this 
from Se. Cheyſoſtom. He exprelaly fays about the 


matters; all theſe things ;. not ſeueral inguirtes; M. 
Wharton has added — of 6 own head, becauſe he 
2 * could prove nothing without. it. Is this can. 
Let Mr. Wharton read this. eloquent Doctor, C. 4. 
hom. 2. in 2 ad Theſſ. Where explaining the words of 
St. Paul, which give n to tradition, at 
to the ſeriptures themſelves, C. 2. Therefore Bre. 
 thren ſtand faſt and hold the traditions ye have been 
taught, whether by word or our epiſtle the elo- 
quent Doctor proceeds: Hence it is clear that they 
* (the apoſtles) did not deliver all by epiſtte, but many 
„things without writing; aud theſe allo are worthy of 
« credit. | Wherefore let us alſe look upon the tradi- 
tion of the Church as deferving credit. It is tradi- 
tion; inquire no further. . 
Ho one of the moſt culightened Doctors of anliguih 
could write this, and flill be favourable to the dotrine of 
frevate judgment is @ paradox, which theifubtlety of eve 
Mr. Wharton will find ut impoſſible to unravel. 
I have very little to ſay concerning the \conflidts in 
Mr. Wharton's mind, on which he enlarges very dif- 
fuſely, pages 13, 16, 17 and 18. 1 'muſt however beg 
leave to remark, that the moment he threw off the dead 
werght of aithority; * the glorious taſk of tracing ce!) 
religious truth to its genuine ſources of reaſon and 
| „ revelation 
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« revelation” berame abſolutely neceſſary; {s that 1 
think he might have ſubmitted. to this taſk without ſo 
much reluſtance. wh mind recovered its natural 
* ſpring and energy. indulged itfelf in the warm 
q * expanded benevolence.” He was not then 
affected with any diſagreeable feelings; but joy and 
gladueſs had taken pollefſion of bis heart. He caſt off 
the dead weight of authority, previous to any examine, 
except that of his on feelings; and was a very good 
png before he turned over a ſingle leaf in the 
bible.) Ef *:3 35747 6 | ; io | 

I think he might have ſpared the remains of the Bulla 
Cœnæ, which he knows is now dead throughout Eu- 
rope; and never was in fotce either iu France er Eng- 
land. He may ſay that the law againſt thoſe who uſed 
condemned books is _ in force; granted, againſt thoſe 
who have not leave to read them: but Mr. Wharton 
had not only leave to read them himſelf, but had power 
allo to grant that leave to whom he thought proper; 
therefore his complaint on this head is mere cant. The 
paſtors of the Church have always endeavoured to keep 
their flock at a diſtance from poiſonous paſtures ; if 
this is a miſtake,” it is an innocent one. I think the 
paſlors of the Church of England would do well to for- 
bid the reading of Hume, Rouſſeau, Voltaire, &c. 
Theſe authors are calculated to deſtroy all feelings of 
religion, but by no means to give religious informa- 
tion. If this ſhould ſeem above the power of epiſco- 
pacy, or contrary to private judgment, an Att of Parha- 
ment, with the royal aſſent, might ſafely venture upon 
it: ſince fuch an act may alter the religion of the coun- 
uy; though eſtabliſhed by the authority of Cod him- 
lelf, Blackſtone. Tres | 

1 thank his note, page the 16th, is as much for the 
lake of a ſarcaſm againſt the benevolent Ganganelli, as 
out of compliment to the ſociety of which he was for- 
merly a member. I ſhall not pretend either to defend 
the Pope, or accuſe the Jeſuits. I reſpett that autho- 
iy, which equally forbids their cauſe to be attacked 


and 


-»T1ors are better informed in matters of this moment, 


The Society had deſerved the favour” and friendſhip 


eee 
and defended; We may reaſonably ſappoſe our ſupe. 
than we can be from our private information- 


of many; but they had incurred the diſpleaſure of more 
powerful adverſaries; and this, for any thing -1 knoy, 
arely from their eminence in learning and virtue. 
never knew what reaſons France or Spain had to (uy. 
— that Society in their reſpective dominions. In 
Portugal indeed a fort of reaſon was given, which the 
'wiſeſt and beſt men looked upon as a trick of Nate. But 
Fippole there had been ſome grounds of complaint, thif 
Thould not have reflected on the Society at large. The 
Jeſuits were no more accountable for the conduct of 
Malagrida, even ſuppoſe it the worſt, chan they are nov 
for the defection of Mr. Wharton. However this be 
che Pope was ſolieited by theſe three crowued heads, and 
poſſibly alſo by the Emperor: his recent conduct makes 
this more than bare conjecture. Now 1 think we may 
fairly gather from the univerfally known character of 
that amiable Pontiff, that he never would have ſuppre 
Ted ſuchꝭ a learned and uſeful Society, if he could other: 
wiſe have preſerved the peace of the Church. In thi 
aſe I think a religious ſilence on both ſides was die 
only means to preſerve the tranquility of 'the Catholic 
world. An appeal to the public, befides difturbing the 
peace of ſociety in general, would have been 1mpert: 
nent to the purpoſe; The public were incompetent tv 
judge, in this affair of univerſal: concern, for want «i 
general information; and were - moreover divided in N 
ſentiment. ' Some would have eſpouſed the cauſe of 
Ganganelli; others that of the Society. The only col - 
ſequence muſt have been animoſity and\recrimination- 
No one could ever have put an end to the diſpute. 1" 
laws of nd particular country could ever be univerſah 
binding. There was then no appeal to be made, ei. 
cept to a general Council; and I fancy none wil be 
held before it is too late. Beſides the reſpoctful ſilence 
of the members ol tliat Society proves that the) * 
0% t% | N 
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ot make this appeal if chey had an opportunity of do- 
ng it. 


oth, to prove againſt Catholics, what they all learn in 
heir catechiſm, that ſome points of wha are not found in 
he ſcriptures. ., He has this remar en 
This perhaps is a fact which you never ſuſpetted,” 
am confident that no. Catholic in Worceſter ever ſuſ- 
pected this from Mr. Wharton. Did he not teach you 


handed down by tradition from fathet io ſon in all ages 
lown to us? Did you Catholics of Worceſter give ſo 
little attention to che catechiſm, which he himſelf had 
aught you, as not to ſuſpect a term of Catholic com- 
munion to be in it? This is a paradox indeed © . | 
He proceeds; * Tranſubllantiation, or the conver- 


dy, and of the whole ſubſtance of the wine into the 
blood of Chriſt, is an eſſential article of the Roman 


all IT: STINT at ; 
„ Catbolic religion; but is this article clearly and epi- 
Aae delivered in any paſſage of the bible? Hear 


© what your molt eminent Doctors have written upon 
6 Www bg * | ; „ 7 Tx 

the ſubject.” Then he, quotes Bellarmine, Scotus, 
Melchior Camys and Alphonſus de Caſtro. Mr. Whar- 
ought not to quote any authority but the written word 


te”! God. He Should have examined that, and have 
u. andidly tried whether he could from thence point out 
MF more direct argument againſt our Binz er A plain 
ol d have been home 


proof from ſcripture againſt us would | 
to the gueſtion. He 29 well this cannot be found, 
and therefore has recourſe to old authors, Who would 
have remained quiet on the ſhelves of libraries, and in 
ume have mouldered inte duſt, without being taken 


LE 


"Nl | | | 
be oun for uſe, had not Mr. Wharton diſturbed their re- 
7 2002 and dragged 75 into the ſield of controverſy, td 
x pport a ruinous cau e, as abſurd in itſelf, as foreign to 
be their tenets. 2 if ei | * ny 17 " 1 
vr . e 
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Mr. Wharton gives himſelf much trouble, page the 


bimſelf, that ſome tenets of faith were not written, but 


* ſion of the whole ſubſtance of the bread into the bo- 
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an author from his own meaning, and make him teach 
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ton muſt be a prejudiced man, for refuſing his aſſent, 


thought that the firit logical ſenſe of the words, is 10 


FE NY ( 26 } 
© The ſirſt modern reformer ſaid, be did not care if P 
thouſand Gregories. and Auguſtins were againft hin; 
he even boaſts that he once ſtood alone againſt the whole 
world. In this indeed he did wrong. The Jentiment 
of the ancient fathers, venerable for their learning and 
ſandtity, are of great weight with every one, who has 
any reſpect for antiquity, But thoſe ſcholaſtic author, 
quoted by Mr. Wharton, are nothing to the purpoſe, 
whatever were their ſentiments. Theſe authorities are 
worſe than controverted texts. They are a dead wersiy 
of authority, with which we never mean to burden 
our memories. It matters not whether they be Dottor, 
faints or martyrs: the Catholic Church never gave 
them theſe titles for ſupporting opinions contrary to her 
dofirines, if ever they did it. It is very eaſy to wref 


dołtrines he never thought of; eſpecially if a little in. 
genuity be uſed in adding a few words, or cutting ſhon 
a-quotatien. Were it not for the ſake of fhewing Mr, 
Wharton's kill in this particular, I would not give my. 
ſelf the trouble of looking into one of thofe [cholaff 
authors. No Catholic will ſeek for his faith in then 
writings ;. nor will he belteve them, if they teach any 
doctrines contrary to the faith of the Church. In a 
word thoſe ſcholaſtic divines are of no weight with ei. 
ther Mr. Wharton, or with us; to what purpoſe then 
are they brought in? I can only ſee one intent, and this 
they anſwer very well; by perplex an unlearned rea- 
der, and make it a hard taſk to anſwer, on account of 
the difficulty of Na ee the quotations. 

As to Bellarmine I ſhall only remark, that he thought 
the doftrine of tranſubſtantiation ſo clearly expreſt in 
the ſcriptures, that it claims the aſſent of every diſpaſ- 
fionate map; then according to Bellarmine Mr. War- 


If this will ſatisfy Mr. Wharton, I am content. 
Scotus maintained that the real preſence was an at. 
ticle of faith from the beginning of the church, but 
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my body, did not plainly expreſs the doctrine of tran- 
ſubſtantiation, But he ſays expreſsly, that the in/þire4 
ſenſe of theſe words muſt import tranſubſtantiation. His 
reaſon is remarkable; becauſe the ſame Holy Ghoſt, 
who dictated the words to the infpired penman, mani- 
felted the true ſenſe of them, by the declaration of 
the church. He is indeed decerved in thinking. that 
the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation Was not an arficle 
faith before the council of Lateran, as I ſhall ſhortly 
rove. But upon the whole he is much ſtronger a 1 * 
Mr Wharton than he is againſt us. I think then I may, 


* 
* 


leave him with this remark of Bellarmine, L. g. de 
Euch. c. 24 * I wiſh Keinnitius and other Lutherans 
* would follow this way of ſpeaking of Scotus, we 
* ſhould then have no diſpute. * | 

Melchior Canus, Loc. Com. Lib. fag! F ſays, 
that the proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt fromthe Son, and 


2” iq e660 .., > 3 3. ao _.* 


the conſubſtantialſity of the Three divine perſons. are 


not clearly expreſſed in the ſcriptures any more than 
tranſubſtantiation. Will Mr. Wharton rejett theſe 
s//ential tenets becauſe Melchior Canus thinks they are 
only obſcurely delivered in the bible? I hope not. 
Why then ſhould we be bound by his authorit 7. 

As exghteen years ſtudy in an univerſity had not made 
me acquainted with the great name Mr. Wharton gives 
to Al ſus de Caftro, I was determined to ſeek him 
out, and examine his ſentiments. After ſome ſearch, I 


. 


deed that Mr. Wharton's quotation, Vocab. Indulg. 
was Jul, as far as it went; but he did not wiſh to give 
the ſentiment of Alphonſus, or he would not have op- 

ped ſhort where he did. | | 
The words immediately following thoſe which Mr. 
Vharton has given us, explain his faith in this parti- 
cular; * In old authors, ſays he, there is ſeldom, any 
mention made of the tranſubſtantiation of the 
' bread into the body of Chriſt; much ſeldomer of 
| the proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the 
| Son. Then he concludes: * Nevertheleſs. 
who but a beretic will dare to deny theſe things, 
C 2 * becauſe 


found him buried in duſt, for want of uſe. I found in- 


| | ( 28) 
* becauſe they are not mentioned in ancient authors, 
under the '/ame names.” It will require more fine. 
ſpun ſubtlety than any man living is maſter of, to wreſ 
this ſo far as to be favourable to tr. Wharton. 

1 500 the place quoted a very improper one to 
diſcover the true meaning of Alphonſus about the eu- 
chariſt, aud therefore turned to the place where he 
treats the doctrine of tran ſubſtantiation. There her, 
5. he fays: * Wherefore theſe teſtimonies are ſufficient 

to prove againſt him (Luther) that tranſubſtantiation 
is Not new, nor only of three hundred years ſtanding, 
as he aſſerts, but much more ancient, even from the 
beginning of the Church. Should he contend that 
*'the word is new; we do not mind words, but things, 
* To inqupre into the properties of words is'the taſk of 
« Grammarians, not the buſineſs of Divines:“ and after 
faying more to the fame purpoſe, be concludes: * but 
2 Werte, it (the Word tranſubſtantiation) expreſſes the 

thing properly, elegantly or politely, I do not care, 
ak aged le Gebe chi 255 caoliely.” 
Mt. Wharton attempts to prove, that the doctrine of 
tranſubſtantiation is not clearly and evidently delivered 
in the bible: inſtead of examining the bible, he brings 
fcholaſtic divines, of no authority among either Prote- 
ſtants or Catholics. The firſt Bellarmine is again! 
him, if he is a er tro man. The ſecond, Scotus, 
is a very good Catholic in this particular; let M.. 
Wharton join Scotus, and we ſhall be of the ſame com. 
munion. The third, Melchior Canus, is as much a- 
gainſt Mr. Wharton, if he admits the Trinity, as be is 
againſt us. The fourth, Alphonſus de Caftro, is only 
half quoted; and, of courſe, he is made to ſay what he 
never dreamed of; beſides he never mentions ſcripture, 
but only * 7 that the terms juſt mentioned are not 
ſound in od authors: but never ſo much as hints that 
the docttines he mentions were not found inofd autho!s, 
as to the Tenſe; though not under the ſame names. 

Page 21. Mr. Wharton exerciſes his ingenuity 0 
prove, that the power of forgiving fins; as he 3 
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is not found in ſeripture. But Peter Lombard, the 
« famous ma 20 d ſentences, the Newton, the Ari- 
« ſtotle of ſcholaſtic divines, was ſo far from diſcovering; 
this prerogative in the ſcriptures, that he rejects it at 
« large, and is ſupported in bis opinion by almoſt all: 
« the ancient ſchoolmen of his times. Their dottrine; 
js thus compendiouſly delivered by Cardinal Hugo, 
« who lived at that period: The prieſt cannot bind, or 
* looſen the ſinner with or from the bond of the fault, 
or the punz/hment ; but only declare him to be bound- 
or looſened as the levitical prieſt did not infett, or 
« cleanſe the leper, but only declared him infected or 
hay clean,” | M. a 
Here again Mr. Wharton quits his only rule of faith, 
and has recourſe to ſcholaſtic divines to diſcover; he- 
ther the power of forgiving ſins be found in the bible. 
As he knew that moſt of you Catholics of Worceſter 
had never heard the name of Peter Lombard, he tells 
you that he is the Newton, the Ariſtotle: of ſcholaſtic 
divines, But he might as well have quoted Ariſtotle 
himſelf. By his method of quoting. the two authors, 
he never looked into either oh them, as will ſhortly ap- 
ear. | | 
4 Peter Lombard, in tlie place quoted by Mr. Wharton, 
Lib. 4. Diſt. 8. e, f. does nottreat about penance, but 
euchariſt, and proves the Catholic doctrine of the real 
preſence and tranſubſtantiation down to the end of the 
13th Diſt.. The 14th Dift. begins about penance: of 
which he teaches thatit is a ſacrament. That the power 
of the keys was given to the Church: and quotes the 


text of St. John, c. xx. whoſe fins ge forgwe, they ae. 
; e neceſlity of con- 
teſſion. Diſt. 19. he has theſe remarkable words: Far: 


Jorgiven, 8c. and proves at large t 


x feſſion-: 


* of confeſſion, he-is not a-true-penitens. For as the 
penance and- 


remiſſion of ſin is a gift of God} ſo · alſo 
conſeſſion, by which iin is blotted out; cannot be but. 


C3 


as interior Penance is commanded us; ſo is oral con- 
hence whoever has not a deſire (votum) 


«6 from 


. 


n 


from God.“ In tlie fame Piſt. under tlie letter d. h. 


ſays: “ From this and many other reaſons it undoubted. 
ly appears, that we muſt firſt offer our confefion to 
«God, then to a prieſt, nor ean we otherwiſe gain the 
entrance of paradiſe, if there be an opportunity of 
s doing it.“ The 18th Diſt. begins as follows: 
Here it is commonly aſked,” if the fin is intirely for- 
given by God, through the contrition of the heart 
„ Sbat then is afterwards fo: given by theprieft.” * 
This queſtion unravels the whole difficulty. Peter 
Lombard, and feveral divines of thoſe-times, amor 
whom was the author /a:4'to be Cardinal Hugo, hel 
that perfect contrition was a previous diſpoſition neceſ- 
fary to receive the ſacrament of penance: and as they 


knew that perfect contrition always reſtored the ſinner 


to grace and favour; they muſt of courſe think that the 
. of the prieſt could not bind or looſen with or 
from the bond contrafted by the guilt of ſin, or the pu- 
niſhment due to it; becauſe theſe bonds were always 
fooſened o contrition, previous to abſolution. But 
they all held penance to be a ſacrament, the neceſſity 
of confeſſion, as an 'efſentia} part of it, and the uſe of 
the keys in the priefſtly abfolution. How does this 
1 that Peter Lombard rejects this doctrine at large? 
This will appear Ri} more evident from the unknown 
author quoted by Mr. Wharton under the name of 
Cardinal Hugo. I am ſorry to be forced te bring forth 
his unintelligible jargon; but it is not my fault. He 
Jays then, in Mock. xvi. There is a kind of bond of 
the fault; and there is a kind of bond of the puniſh- 
'« ment. The firft is the bond of captivity, by which a 
man is detained ſo that he cannot eſcape. The ſecond 
4 is the bond of ſervitude, by which a man is bound to 
-«'give ufury to the Devil. Tlie third is the bond of 
ee eternal damnation. The fourth is the bond of expi- 
„ation. The fifth is the bond of perpetual deteſta- 
„% tion. The fixth is the bond of inclination to do evi}, 
% and of difficulty to do good. It is therefore ſaid that 
ben the Lord remits the fault in contrition lie frees 

4 from 
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from the bonds of captivity and ſervitude abſoluteſy; 
but from the bond of eternal damnation, under this“ 
condition, that he (the inner) ſhall confefs worthily, 
« if he have an opportunity: hence We Maſter Hugo 
* ſays, that both God and the prieſt bind, and both free; 
« &c,” After a few words, he has the ſentence as 


quoted in Mr. Wharton. „ 0 | 
] obſerve that this author quotes Cardinal Hugo; ther 


he is not Hugo himſelf, - But whoever he is, he only 
means, that as perfect contritiom always frees from the 
bonds of captivity and ſervitude, the ſubſequent abſo- 
lution of the prieſt cannot loofery theſe bonds, ſince 
they are looſened already. But be ſays that God only” 
frees from the bond of eternal damnatron, under the 
condition of: a worthy confeffion. afterwards, if there is 
an opportunity of making ut, +: Aren bs 

The ſum of what the Council of Frent defined is, 


tay 468% 


that penance is a ſacrament: that confeſſion is an eſſen- 
tial part of it: and that the abſolution of the prieſt ĩs a 
udicial ſentence, not a bare deelaration-of remiſſion of 
bn, as Luther dogmatized. Now  F appeal to common 


ſenſe, if either Peter Lombard, or tlie ſuppoſed / Cardi- 
nal Hugo; deny any of theſe doctrines. They indeed, 
as ſcholaſtie divines generally have done, went further 
than the Council of Trent. They determined What 


fort of contrition they thouglu neceſſary to obtain the 


benefit of the ſacrament; and drew. conſequences from 
their private opinions, whieh; though not directly con- 


trary to that Council, are ſcarce reconcileable with its 


doctrines. However they may be excuſed, becauſe they 
lived many years before the Church publi ſned theſe de- 
crees. Let Mr. Wharton ſay as much, and in the ſame 
ſenſe; and he wilk be a Catholie in this particular. 

Be it remembered, that Mr. Wharton brought Car- 
dinal Hugo as a witneſs of the ſemiments of the divines 
ot thoſe times: whereas this unknown author mentions 
no divines at all, except · is Maſter, Hugo. This is anos 
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(182) 
He proceeds, page 21. You will not, I preſume, 
* queſtion the authority of Fiſher the famous Biſhop of 
* Rocheſter.” Begging Mr. Wharton's pardon, ve 
have a right to queſtion the authority of the greatc| 
wan that ever lived, and even of an Angel from bes. 
ven, Galat. i. 8. if he ſhould perchance Hold opinion; 


contrary to faith; and even though his faith ſhould be 


that'of the Catholic Church, we are not bound to d. 
mit his reaſons as explications. Theſe are matter of 
opinion, which can never be binding on Catholics, 
But—* Hear how faintlx he diſcovers the revelation of 
„ purgatory in the ſcriptures; As 2 is necefſary, ſa) n he, 
* that the' doctrine of purgatory ſſionid be known by al, 
ne muſt preſume that il can be proved by ſerthture; 


hence it follows, according to this learned prelate, 


* that unleſs the-tenet be found in the bible, it is not 
*. neceſſary that it ſhould be known to all men.“ J ex. 
mined F her. Art. 18. adver. Luth. and could find no 
fuch words, nor any thing like the ſenſe of them. This 
would indeed have been an error. in faith, and conſe. 
quently I could not think ſo learned and pious. a Biſhop 
would quit that faith for. which he ſhed his-blood, and 
join Luther ee he writes, in tha leading te- 
net of this reformer, private judgment: | 
Article 16, I find the contrary doctrine expreſsly de. 
Hvered: E think no-one is {@.dull,, as not to fee that 
it was neceſſary ſome rule and ſcope ſhould be deli 
_ < vered to Chriſtians, to which they ſhould conform 
themſelves in all points of belief. For as diſputes 
« often ariſe about the ſcriptures, even among the moſi 
* learned; it is neceſſary that another rule be fixed, 
«. befides the ſcriptures, and beſides the interpretation of 
one or another, to which-rule we ought to look up in 
„ all theſe controverſies; and this rule is no other than 
the con/ent and decree of the whole Church.” 
This needs no comment; nor does tit need any great 
Rock of wiſdom to pronounce on this ungentlemanlile 
way of arguing of Mr, Wharton. 1 
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He gathers, page 22, two things from the ſame au- 
thor, and quotes Wim in a manner which demonſtrates 
that he has not read him. The quotation” is neither 
found altogether, nor in the ſame words. However as 
Biſhop Fiſher has the fame thing in ſubſtance; I will not 
cavil with Mr. Wharton. He teaches then, that there 
is ſeldom! any mention of purgatory in the ancient 
Greeks; that they do not believe purgatory to this day; 
and that this doctrine was not made known to the 
Church but by degrees. He gives a very ſingular rea- 
fon for this 25 extraordinary opinion. He ſuppoſes 
that the fervor of the firſt Chriſtians was ſo great as not 
to ſtand in need of purgatory: and therefore that this 
tenet was not inquired into till that fervor began to a- 
bate. This is not an error in faith, but a private opis 
nion as to the method of explaining the tenets of the 
Church. However the lerined Biſhop is deceived as 
to this fact; for the Greeks aſſembled in the Council of 
Florence, Seſſ. 25. defirie: * That the fouls of the ſaints 
in heaven have acquired a crown as perſett as their 
+ ſtate of ſou's can admit of; that the Bulk of ſinners 
« ſuffer in compleat miſery; but that middle? ſouls 


« (thoſe in a middle ſtate) are in a place of torments. - 


but whether this be fire, or darkneſs, or whatever elſe, 
* we do not determine.” | l 28095. "AIG 
The Greeks differed in opinion from the Latins, who 
generally thought that this purgation was made by fire; 
which the Greeks did not. But as the manner of pu- 
rifying was not eſſential to the tenet of pürgatory, vor 
was it determined by the faith of either Church, they 
formed and ſigned a definition, that there is a place of 
purgation, in which the ſuffering fouls are helped by 
the ſuffrages of the faithful. Fat g 17 
This is all they jointly defined, and all we are bound 
to believe of this extraordinary tenet. The Greeks ſay, 
1d, that they were not feparated from the Latins on ac 
count of this article of their faith: and conſequently the | 
faith of the Greeks was the ſame, though their opinion 
was dilferent as tothe explicatian. n 


Mr. 
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Mr. Wharton demands, 
of the ſcriptures the doctrine of purgatory can be prove: 
'*. The books of the Maccabees were not acknowledged 
* for canonical ſcripture by St. Hierom, Rufinus, Epi- 
* phaniys,, Athanaſius, Gregory, and many other an. 
* cient and eminent fathers; and the texts uſually al. 
 * ledged from other parts of the bible, have been all 
* rejetted ſo expreſfaly by ſeveral of your own Dotior,, 
that an 1 man may ſafely regard them as very 
doubtiul ſources of this extraordinary tenet.” 

_ Candpur ſhould have eng Mr. Wharton to en. 
are why St. Hierom, &c. did not acknowledge the 
books. of the Maccabees for canonical: ſcriptures : and 
why the texts from other parts of the, bible are rejected 
by our own Doctors. To decide on theſe points wich. 
out a previous examine, and of conſequence doubt, if 
we allow Mr. Wharton's rules. of inquiry, is to pre. 
judge the cauſe on the authority of a few, againſt a tor. 
rent of others; or at beſt a torpid acquieſcence to the 
Ne Should I ſay that the epiſtle of St. 
aul ta the Hebrews, and ſexeral other backs admitted 
by Proteſtants, were not acknowledged for canonical} 
icnptures by St. Hierom, &c.. what can Mr, Wharton 
anſwer, which will not ferve me? St. Hierom ſays ex- 
preſsly that the epiſtle of St. Paul to the Hebrews was 
not acknowledged by the whole Latin Chusch. Com- 
ment. on the 8th chap. of Iſaiah. | + 
Mr. Wharton knows. very well that ſome of the in- 
ſpired books were written ſoonen than others: ſome 
communicated to more. hands than others; and there- 
fore they could not all be univerſally known and re- 
ceived as canonical at the fame time. The Church on- 
admitted thoſe books into the canon, which were tle 
undoub ed productions of inſpired penmen, But hav- 
ing examined the queſtion, the epiſtle of St. Paul to the 
Hebrews was found genuine, as were the othes books 
of the Maccabees, Revelations, &c, and were all in- 
ſerted in the canon of the ſcriptures. 1 could, if 1 
were neceſlary, name very great authorities for the hows 
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of Maccabees, and among the reſt, the Third Council 
of Carthage; but I need not. | 4 
For the proof of 1 from the books of the 
Maccabees 1s a 2 though they ſhould only 
have the bare authority of hiſtory ? Certainly this proves 
that the Jews held praying for the dead as a pious and 
ſalutary cuſtom: and as we do not find in the ſertprures, 
that our divine legiflator ever reprehended them, we 
may juſtly infet againſt Mr. Wharton, that he never did: 
which he moſt certainly would have done, had he difap- 
proved of either the practice or the principle. This ar- 
ument is urged with great force by Doctor Jeremy 
f. Joron the Proph. Book 1. Sect. 20. 11, 11. p. 343 
he other texts © have been expre/aly repetted by ouf 
« own Doctors.“ Several have, not 4 | 
not think thoſe texts expreſſed the doctrine of purga- 
tory, in the revealed ſenſe, but to avoid cavil; as _—_ 
knew no text would ſatisfy frivate jadgment ; whic 
could poſſibly be wreſted o another meaning. 


But there is one text, Matth. xi. v. 92. which was 


never rejected by any Catholic Doctor worth naming» 
Mr. Wharton knew this, and therefore though he has 


quoted moſt of the others, he has carefully omitted this. 
But then with what truth could he affert, that all the 


others have been expreſsly rejeted by our eton Doctors. 


Indeed the words of Chriſt need no comment: for 


when he fays, that © whoever ſpeaketh againſt the Ho- 
* ly Ghoſt, it Mall not be forgiven him, neither in this 
* world, nor in the world to come: the confequence 
is that ſome ſins may be forgiven in the world to come, 
unleſs we ſuppoſe re Chriit talked nonſenſe. But no 
lin will evet be forgiven to the damned, nor to the 
bleſſed in heayen: then there is a third place, and this 
we call purgatory. . . 0 
Mr. Wharton, page 23, pleads an excuſe for his in- 
credulity, becauſe cal of our moſt celebrated divines 
have acknowledged that ſome important articles of our 
communion are not found in the bible, and therefore 
Was it unreaſonable to aflert, that I could never dif. 
cover 


ecauſe they did 
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86 
rover them there, ſince they eſcaped the notice of 

1 ſuch acute and intereſted inquirers.“ Every article 
of our, faith is revealed; and thereſore important. We 
all grant, (and Mr. Wharton ſhall ſoon be forced to 
allow it) that ſeveral of theſe articles are not in the 
bible. We ſhall not then blame Mr. Wharton, becauſe 
he could not find them in it. We cannot conceive why 
he ſhould ſeek in the bible for thoſe. tenets, Which ve 
allow are not to be found therein. However ſeveral of 
thoſe he mentions are ver; clearly delivered in the 
bible, if it were to be interpreted, not by private judg. 
ment, but by common ſenſe. | 

One of theſe important tenets is the fupremacy of the 
Roman Church. This indeed is neither in the bible, nor 
in any Catholic profeſſion of faith. The ſupremacy of 
the Pope in ſpirituals is indeed a point of our belict, 
and we think it is plainly delivered in the written word 
of God: but I never before heard of the ſupremacy of 
the Church. This is a random ſhot! ! ! _ 
. 1 ſhall here diſmiſs theſe old authors for a while, to 
conſider a more important matter, than the private opi- 
nion of either Peter Lombard or Ariſtotle: the autlo- 
rity of the Church; on which point alone I will flake 
the iſſue of the conteſt. "THE 3 
Mr. Wharton, page 23, agrees that the whole mat- 

* ter reſts ultimately on this infallible authority. This 
being once admitted, all controverſy muſt ceaſe: hit 
if it be rejected, then muſt the only rule of our falt 
„be looked for in the bible.” This is a _ juſt conſe- 
quence: for if the authority of the Church be once ad- 
mitted, then the laſt appeal is to her tribunal; her de- 
crees are irrevocable. If it be rejetted, then every 
private perſon has a right to miſunderſland the ſcrip- 
tures as he pleaſes; and any paradox he chances 0 
blunder upon becomes an article of his faith. Why did 
not Mr. Wharton follow hisown rules of rational invell:- 
gation in this main paint? Why did he ſo haſtily call 
off this dead werght of authority, barely from his delicate 
and tender feelings for. his Proteſtant -brethren'? rs 
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is not an impartial and candid inquiry; it is prejudging 


the cauſe. --; | Fr | 

« Should it be ſaid (page 24.) that reaſon tells me to 
« ſubmit to an infallible Church: my anſwer is that 
« reaſon tells me alſo that ſuch ſubmiſſion is weakneſs, 
« unleſs this infallibility be demonſtrated.” Granted by 
every Roman Catholic. Why then did not Mr. Whar- 
ton examine the reaſons on whick this 1 18 
grounded? What follows is not a rational inveſtiga- 
tion. It is no inveſtigation at all. Should you urge, 
« that ſome texts in holy writ go to prove the infalli- 
« bility of the Roman Catholic Church, may I not an- 
+ {wer with confidence, that ' reaſon and experience 


tell me much more. forcibly, that ſeveral articles are 


incredible and groundleſs, which reſt ſolely on that 


« infallibulity? Does not reaſon, for inſtance, aſſure me 


« with greater evidence, that the Almighty requires 
not our belief of a dottrine, which ſtands in direct 
contradiction to the only means he has allowed us of 
arriving at truth. I mean our /cn/cs and underſtand- 
4% 286 | | 

This inveſtigation is backwards. Inſtead of inquiring 
on what this infallibility is grounded, he examines, with 
great confidence, the doctrines propoſed by it: and be- 
cauſe he finds the Catholic doctrine of the real preſence 
contrary to his ſenſes and his underſtanding, * dog- 
matically pronounces the authority of the Church to 
be contrary to reaſon. This is a new rule of faith. We 
have now no more need of the ſcriptures. Our ſenſes 
and our r e ure the only means of arriving at 
ruth. Revelation is impoſſible, or at leaſt uſeleſs; for 


we can never arrive at any truth but by our /en/es and 


our underſtanding : and it is impoſſible for either to at- 
tan the knowledge of ſupernatural truths, if ſuch there 
be. All this is deiſm in the ſtrict ſenſe of the word. 
Voltaire, Hume, Rouſſeau never went further. 
Should Mr. Whazton a; 5 that miracles and prophe- 


* cies go to prove the ex1 
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ceof revelation.” Anyone. 


of thele may anſwer with 3 * that ſeveral arti- 
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cles are incredible and groundleſs, which reſt ſolely 
« on revelation. That God cannot require our belief 
1 of a doctrine, which ſtands in direct contradiction to 
* the only means he has allowed us of arriving at 
truth; our ſenſes and our underftanding.” It would 
be in vain for Mr. Wharton to urge the neceſſity of re- 
velation. Let him zemember his own words: the only 
means of m—_ at truth are our ſenſes and our under. 
landing there 
by providence of arriting at truth! | ! 
Do a few controverted facts (conteſted miracles or 
« prophecies) make revelation as evident to reaſon, as 
it is plain to the moſt ordinary capacity, that three 
* cannot be but one; that the eternal God cannot be 
born of a virgin, or die; that an infinitely good God 
* cannot puniſh an innocent for the fin of his father, 
© in which he had no ſhare, &c. &c. &c. This to a 
« Deift, has ever been the language of reaſon, which 
was never rejected with impunity, &c.” | 
Theſe are Mr. Wharton's own ſentiments in the 
mouth of a Deiſt reaſoning againſt revelation. I have 
only changed controverted texts for controverted fatls; 
and infallibility tor revelatzon. The arguments are the 
fame on both ſides. For as Mr. Wharton controverts 
the texts of ſcripture, which go to prove infallibility; 
ſo the Deiſts controvert the miracles and prophecies, 
which prove the exiſtence of revelation. 
The only reaſon why Mr. Wharton rejetts this au- 
thority is, becauſe ſome dottrines propoſed by it ae 
contrary to our ſenſes and our under _ and this is 
the very ground- work of deiſm. They all to a man re- 
ject revelation from the authority of their ſenſes and un- 
derſtanding. 18 n a 
It is in vain to ſay, that the doctrines of revelation 
are not contrary to reaſon, but only above our capacity: 
whereas the doctrine propoſed by church-authorit), 
with regard to the euchariſt, is directly contrary to our 
ſenſes. For in the firſt place, if any revealed truth 1s 
wbove our capacity: then our ſenſes and. our under- 
— ſtanding 


ore revelation is not a means allowed 
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landing are not the only means of arriving at truth - 
Secondly, I appeal to common ſenſe, if it be not as 
contrary to our ſenſes and underſtanding, that three ſhould 
be but one, as, that à body ſhould be in many places at 
once. That the Eternal God ſhould be ſhut up in the 
womb of a virgin, be born, and die; as that he ſhould be, 
ſhut up in boxes, and be devoured corporally by vermin. | 
hope ſome learned proteſtant will join me againſt Mr. | 
Wharton. He is as great an enemy to the Church of | 
England, as to the Catholic Church. | | 
I beg leave to add, that it has always appeared to me 1 
as great a myſtery, * That the body and blood of Chriſt Fl 
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« ſhould: be verily and indeed taken and received by 
„ the faithful in the Lord's ſupper,” which verily and 
indeed are not there, as che trinity or tranſubſtantia- 
tion. Let Mr. Wharton remember, that if God ſpeaks 
he muſt be heard; our ſenſes and underſtanding muſt 
ſubmit: and likewiſe if the Church is infallible, her i 
definitions in points of faith muſt be revealed by God. tl 
Our ſenſes and underſtanding are not the only teſt of 
truth, even 1n the common order of nature. Experience 
proves every day a thouſand ſerious truths, which our 
ſenſes or underſtanding could never attain. Let any 
man look into himſelf; he is a compleat myſtery to 
both his ſenſes and underſtanding. Every part of his 
body, every faculty of his mind, is a ſecret impervious 
to both. No one can comprehend how an indiviſible $ 
intelligent being can be ſo cloſely linked to a maſs of 4 
matter, which he calls his body, as to be mutually de- 
pendant on each other. How can this connettion be 
cut off in an inſtant, by the thruſt of a ſword through the if 
heart, or the entrance of a ſmall piece of lead? How | 
can a ſpirit act upon matter? How can it animate this 
lump of earth? How can the arm be moved? All theſe 
„ things are as myſterious to our ſenſes and underſtand- 
% Wh 1" g+, as the Jews queſtion to our divine Redeefner, How 
can this man give us his Ps to eat? as Mr. Whatton's 
h would be, How can a body be in two places at once. 
A D 2 Let 
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Let no one then hold forth his ſenſes and reaſon as 
the only means of arriving at truth. Our reaſon is not 
the meaſure of infinite wiſdom. Even Lucifer with all 
his pride never arrogated ſo much to himſelf. The 

Devils believe and tremble. | 1 
I have thus far been chiefly intent on refuting Mr. 
Wharton's errors and reaſoning ; without ſee king to 
eſtabliſh the tenets he attacks, partly becauſe I wiſhed 
to avoid the endleſs taſk of controverſy. For unleſs 
we reaſon with thoſe who ſeek truth in ſimplicity of 
heart, it is diſputing with a man who declares before- 
hand that he will not be convinced. But I had another 
intention in this, to reſerve myſelf for this ſundamental 
principle of revealed religion, the divine appointment of 
church authority to guide us in our reſearches after re- 
vealed tenets. On this muſt our religion be grounded, 
if God has given his ſanction to it. By the deciſion 
of this queſtion, the Catholic Church muſt ſtand im- 
moveable, amidft the rocks of perfecuting power, and 
the cavils of aſpiring reaſon, or the Chriſtian religion 
muſt be ſubjetted to the refinements of cunning men, 
the garrulity of dotards, the dreams of old women, the 
| ning, Axes conjettures of daring impudence, and 
nally the blaſphemous doctrines of enthuſiaſts. For if 
private judgment be the way inſtituted by God to inter- 
ou the ſcriptures, all theſe have an equal right; and 
owe ver they may contradict or condemn each other, 
they muſt all be allowed the full extent of goſpel liber- 

ty: they muſt all be in the right way to heaven. 
Before I enter upon this diſcuſſion, I muſt beg leave 
to premiſe ſome general principles, which muſt be al. 
lowed by every Ghiriſtian. I ſuppoſe, as granted on all 
hands, that the mediator of the“ new \covenant came 
down from heaven to publiſh his law, which he com- 
manded to be obſerved as the only road to happinels, 
by all who could procure the knowledge of it. I {hall 
not endeavour to prove this; as I An if any man de- 


nies it, he is no Chriſtian. 
I ſhall 
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I ſhall again ſuppoſe, with Mr. Wharton againſt im- 
/elf, that this law contains ſome principles of belief im- 
pervious to the reſearches of our 2 and our under 
landing; I. ſnall ſpecify ſome articles later. I ſay /ome 
articles of _ at preſent I neither examine how ma- 
ny, nor what they are. If Mr. Wharton con/iftently, and 
conſiſtently too, denies this, let him not make a farce 
of religion; let him boldly avow his real ſentiments, 
and join his brethren of the deiſtical tribe- He diſ- 
claims habrtual hypocrr/y, page the gth.. 

I will. again ſuppoſe with and againſt Mr. Wharton, 
that no one can make an att of faith, upon any article Ci 
of revelation, without a previous rational conuiction; Hi 
that ſuch an article is really revealed. Without this 1 
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conviction 24 is not faith, it is credultty; 24. 25 weakneſs; 
page 18. * ibid, this is expreſsly preſcribed to the 


{ 

| 

| 

16 

multitude. | | j 


i unlettere | Yr HH, 

' Hence I infer that God has provided ſome means or | 
" Wh other, by which all Chriſtians muſt acquire the know- 
f ledge of revealed truths, without danger of error, at leaſt 
| in thoſe points Which he commands to be believed It b 

1 is repugnant to all our ideas of a God, to ſuppoſe him In 
” ſo improvident,.as to give us means whereby to know 1 

0 revealed truths, Which means, however, lead us to errors: Bi 
F contrary to revelation... N eee ee | 

I ſhall again aſſert with Mr. Wharton, againſt Mr. 


0 Wharton, that there is but one method eſtabliſhed by 1 
God, as a means to acquire this knowledge, in com- * 


8 mon to all Chriſtians: not one for the learned, and {2 
another for. the nnlearned. | f: 
* In the 18th and 19th pages, Mr- Wharton ſays, that {+ 


\ 
thole, * whom neither education, nor abilities, nor lei- 4 
m lure qualify to enter upon ſuch.inquiries, mult rely | 
* principally on the authority. of their teachers:” and: 
page 23, he ſays, that whoever rejects church- authority, 
ſs * mult ſeek forthe only rule of their faith in the bible.” 
Il Let us have no quibble about words; this is the ſenſe, if 
bi there is any ſenſe in his expreſſion. F ; | 
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Ca) 
To ſay that many Chriſtians are incapable of making iſ 
this examine, is only ſaying that God has | ] 
, y 1ay $' provided He 
means to acquire the knowledge of revealed truths, ar 
which are inſufficient to the purpoſe, The unlearned Mm 
who rely on human authority ( of their teachers) without N vi 
_ werghang or underſtanding the doctrines which they incul. Wis 
cate, are. guilty of weakneſs, of credulity, page 18. 1 
Io render this ſtill clearer; let us examine Mr. Whar. MW * 
ton's quotation of the Biſhop of Cheſter, page 19. ln 
« matters for which he ut rely on authority, let him 
* truſt thoſe, who, by encouraging free inquiry, appear 
« to love truth: rather than ſuch, as, by requiring a 
* their doctrines to be implicitly obeyed, ſeem con. © 
* {cious that they will not bear to be freely tried. But. 
« never let him prefer any authority to that; which i; 
4 the higheſt authority, the written word of God.” qu 
According to this doctrine, an unlearned man may 
rely on the authority of his teachers, without any exa-ſ pr 
mine: and yet he muſt examine the written word of th 
God, leſt he ſhould prefer any authority to it; for with-W tc 
out examine how can he know whether his ſchool- irc 
maſter, or miniſter, do not teach articles of faith contraryſ ex 
to the written word of God? \ c 
Another curioſity in this quotation is, that a perſon; I nc 
who cannot in conſcience /ubmzt. to any authority upon an 
earth in the choice of his faith, when he does, as he ſaſch ©: 
may ſubmit to authority, he muſt always prefer the du. m 
thority of thoſe, who, in fact, and according to their own 
rinciples, have no authortty at all; to thoſe, who teach 
in the name of a church eſtabliſhed by the authority of 
God, maintained and ſupported * the authority of het I 
paſtors for ſeventeen centuries. The good Biſhop had ch 
certainly forgot himſelf when he wrote this. But truth} ue 
will come out. He felt the impoſſibility of following 
the way of examine, and muſt ſay ſomething to abſolve 4 
the practice of the Church of England from contra- U 
diction. This he has happily effetted, by falling ino , 
more Bis inconſiſlencies. To quit theſe abſurdiues Pe 


of the Biſhop and Mr. Wharton. 1 
| | 0 


* 


( 48 ) 

No man can make an att of faith upon any one art 
cle of his creed, without a rational convittion that ſuch. 
article is revealed: now the bare authority of a.ſchook. 
maſter or miniſter can never ſufhce for à rational! con- 
viction of the revelation of any article whatever: If he 
is conſiſtent, he muſt fay to his pupil: Ethink ſuch an 
article, the trinity for example, is revealed: in the 
bible; but you muſt not take my word for it; I may , 
err. I have no authority to controul your judgment, | 
« or require your aſſent. Many. have thought, and 8 

{till think otherwiſe. You muſt never prefer any 0 
« authority te that of the ſcriptures; hence you muſt 1 
examine them yourſelf, and. determine according to. 1 | 
your own judgment.“ 1 1 

In a word, a ratienał eonvictiom can never be ac-. = 
quired from the authority of any man or ſet of mem, | J 
who have no- authority at all: but in the principles of 1 
private judgment, no man nor ſet of men has any au- [} 
thority, therefore no man living can ever acquire a ra- 17 
tonal conviction of the revelation of any one article 
from any authority upon earth: except his own private |. 
examine. | | | 

Beit then ameſtabliſhed maxim of Mn Wharton, that 
n; no man pans: can ever have a rational convictien that 
onany one article is revealed, but only by his own: private 
cy examine of the ſcriptures ; and therefore he can never 
1. make an act of faith upon any one article, till he has 
en made this examine. This is certainly the belief of every 
ch onent member of the Reformation. | | 
off 1 heſe principles being ſuppoſed, and J hope granted, 
cr} 1 {hall proceed to examine whether private judgment or 
ad church authority have the beſt claim to divine inſtitu» 
th uon. | | 

It this. queſtion. was | rightly underſteod, it ought to 
fart a little higher. After the proofs. of revelation, 
tie next inquiry ſhould be, how muſt we find out what 
u, or is not revealed? This queſtion precedes the ſup- 
polition of the written word of God. If it is then de- 
termined that we are to. ſeek the tenets! of W 

om 
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(4) 
from our own private judgment, we muſt find out the 
written word of God by the ſame means. No authority 
on earth has a right. fo controul the judgment of any 
one, in hisghoice of the ſcripiures, any more than in the 
revealed fenſe of them, Should any one think proper 
to rejett any book or books of the bible, as apocryplal, 
or to add ſome others, as'canonicah, for example the gd 
and 4th books of Eſdras, he has the warrant ef his on 
private judgment for ſo doing; acts conſiſtent with h 
RL No man, nor number of men can juſtly call 
him to account, or conteſt his canon, unleſs they can 
convince him of his error. Hence, no man living can 
have a rational conviction of the revelation of any one 
point of faith from the ſcriptures, without a previous 
conviction that the book, from whence he takes it, is 
really the written word of God, entire and not cor- 
xupted.. If theſe fountains of revelation be not genuine, 
or be corrupted, he can have no ſecurity, that any arti- 
cle Whatever, extracted from them, is really revealed. 
The book may be ſpurious, that text may be added, 

Sar ans 435] 5: : tis 

A perſon therefore, in the ſyſtem of private judg- 
ment; to be conliſtent;-: muſt examine the book in his 
bands, compare it wich thoſe from which it is tranſlated; 
then the originals themſelves wut be canvaſſed, to di- 
cover whether they really are the genuine productions 
of thoſe inſpired penmen whoſe names they bear. Any 
one would be ſorry to find out, that an epiſtle, ſaid to be 
inſpired, ſhould prove. to. be the work of ſome ancient 
Pope of Rome; For want of this examine Mr. W har- 
ton himſelf miſtakes the compoſition of an unknown 
Arian heretic for the work of St. John Chryſoſtom. 
He muſt alfo find out, that all the dottrines contained 
in the book are the original texts of the author. With- 
out this he might miſtake the opinion of Plato. for thc 
faith of St.. Paul. 1 | 5 
I think this previous examine of every book of the 
ſcriptures, and of every text in each book, ſo necel/ary. 
uf private judgment is the rule of faith, chat no man J1v- 
8 1 ing 
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ng can otherwiſe have a rational ſecurity, that any 
book, or any text in the whole bible, id re 


| the writ- 
en word of God: and N without this pre» 
ious examine he never can have à rational conviction 
of the revelation of any tenet of faith. I preſume it is 
not neceſſary. to tell Mr. Wharton, that this examina- 
tion is impoſſible, at leaſt to nine-tenths of mankind. 
If then private judgment be eſtabliſhed as the only rule 
of faith; it is impoſſible for the greater part of mankind 
ever to acquire the knowledge of any one tenet of the 
Chriſtian religion. It would be a labour of years to the 
greateſt heads and beſt hearts; if even thoſe few could 
ever accompliſh it. But the reſt of mankind would fit 
down in deſpair, and throw off all thoughts of a religion 
wholly impervious to their greateſt efforts and beſt en- 
deavours. 1701 1 
It will be ſaid that this is anticipating the queſtion. 
It is making a doubt of what we all ee in. A man 
may ſafely Full his faith on thoſe books, which are 
univerſally eſteemed canonical. The debate is there- 
fore, whether the bible, admitted on both ſides to be the 
word of God, is to be interpreted by private judgment, 
on by church authority. n {43 
This is indeed part of the debate; but I think com- 
mon ſenſe requires a diſcuſſion of the previous queſtion. 
How do we know that this mutual agreement is founded 
on reaſon? If a private perſon may rely on authority 
tor the written word of God, Why not for the ſenſe of 
it! If even univerſal conſent about the meaning of any 
ſcriptural text cannot bind any man, unleſs Fits own 
judgment gives a ſanction to it: how can any conſent, 
however univerſal, be binding as to the inſpired writ- 
ings? Setting cavil aſide, private judgment is or is not 
the Jaſt tribunal to which every man muſt appeal for his 
religion. If it is, then he has a right to rejett any book 
or books of the bible as ſpurious; or to add any number 
of books, even the Alcoran to the canon, as his judg- 
ment directs. In either of theſe caſes he decides ac- 
cording to his principles. No authority on earth has . 
: rig 
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right to controul his opinion, not even though he ſhou!] 
rejett the whole bible. But if this private judgment i; 
not the laſt tribunal; let us then ſet it aſide, and retum 
to that authority, Which has always defined and deter. 
mined the canon of the ſcriptures, as well as the ſenſe 
ot the inſpired writings. . | . 
But what ſort of authority, in any caſe, is ſufficient 
to give an illiterate” perſon a rational ſecurity that his 
bible is really the written word of. God? For ſhould any 
one of the 2 of private judgment, inconſiſtently re. 
cur to authority for this ſecurity, I hope he will not be 
ſtill more inconſiſtent, by giving credit to his bible, 
barely on the authority of bis grand-mother, or pari}). 
clerk, who teaches the primmer. If only one epiille 
ſhould be ſpurious, he might miſtake the dreams of an 
heathen philoſopher for the doctrine of revelation. I 
any text be wanting, he may poſſibly loſe a fundamen. 
tal article; if any be added he may believe a fundamen- 
tal error, SLE en 05} 2 
_. What authority on earth can furniſh a rational ſecu- 
rity. on all theſe points? In the principles of private 
judgment no authority on earth can be binding in mai. 
ters of religion. I muſt once more repeat, that no man 
can have any fecurity from an authority, which accord- 
ang to his leading principle, has no claim to his aſſent: 
and this is certainly the caſe of every one who tollows 
private judgment, if he is confe/tent with himſelf. 
It is folly to alledge buman tradition; ſuch as has 
communicated to us the writings of the ancients. For 
Catholics call this divine tradition, becauſe it commu- 
nicates to us the objects or ſources of our faith, If this 
be admitted, we have done- with the reformation. 
What ſignifies the term? We ſhall agree in fact. More 
oof this later. 
WMhatever the caſe be, if any authority is ſufficient to 
_ . aſcertain the revelation of the bible, ſurely it muſt be 
that, which is the greateſt viſible authority in the world; 
or whoſe conſent is the moſt univerſally ſpread throug! 


every nation; then I hope, What I think is known to eve!) 
gue, 


* 


( 47) 
ne, that the confent of the Catholic Church reſpectin 
Wc canon of the ſcriptures is more univerſally diffuſed 
hrough the known world, than that of any other ſociety 
yhatever; and conſequently only the Catholic canon 
an be conſiſtently admitted, if authority is to decide. 
The canon of the Catholic Church ſhould not be res 
efted without examining her reaſons: the canon of no 
dther ſociety ſhould be admitted without weighing the 
rounds of the difference. Then my argument returns 
1 full force. This examination muſt be made by every 
an's private judgment, before he can have a rational 
onviction of the revelation of any one text in the 
ible: whoever receives any canon on any other au- 
bority than that of the Catholic Church, w:thout werghe 
ng or underſtanding the reaſons, his belief is not far/h; 
is credulity ; it ts weakneſs, I hope I have proved 
his examine to be impoſſible to the far greateſt part of 
ankind. a e y 
However, let us ſuppoſe, though it is manifeſtly in- 
onſiſtent with the doctrine of private judgment, that 
he ſcriptures are admitted as canonical on the autho- 
ity of men; there remains yet a difhculty much be- 
'ond the reach of the vulgar, not to mention even the 
earned themſelves. L FP 8 5 | 
It is till impoſſible for a man to make an act of faith 
df any revealed point, from the ſcriptures, unleſs he has 
tional Cen that he underſtands it in that ſenſe 
1 which it was delivered by the ſpirit of God. Without 
his his faith would be ny £2 and weakn?ſs. But how 
s this conviction to be acquired? Every one knows 
hat a propoſition, however plain and intelligible it ap- 
ears, may have a very different ſenſe, from the various 
rays of writing it. A man may underſtand a propoſi- 
ion in the natural fenſe, which the Holy Ghoſt deli- 
ered in the moral or figurative. This is the diſpute 
tween Proteſtants and | Catholics concerning the 
ords of Chriſt, This is my body. He might poſſibly 
ake a ſentence as an afſertion, which was only meant 
an exclamation, or interrogation. ' This is the con- 


teſt 


ment can make it. Whence theſe eternal jars and con. 


Formed, by its own rule of faith, that there is ſcarce any 


they cannot all be in the right; ſome of them moſt cer- 
tainly contradict revelation. : Indeed the wiſdom ol 


ſed to leave the doctrines of his revealed gion to thi 


may have given themſelves more trouble; or have bet 


(48) 
eſt between- the Socinians and the Catholics about 8. 
Thomas's words, A) Lord, and my God: The ſentence 
is entirely altered by the different way of placing ite 
ſtops or pauſes. x . 

Who in his ſenſes can ſuppoſe all theſe niceties to be 
within the ſphere of vulgar capacities? The generality 
of Chriſtians would deceive themſelves, in forming the 
Interpretations of the various texts of ſcripture : they 
would often take the words as they ſtand, without atten. 
tion to ſome eſſential reference to other places; or at 
beſt would remain in dubious | anxiety, without any 
poſſibility of a rational conviction, that they have pene. 
trated the real ſenſe of the inſpired penman. 
But fact itſelf proves this more clearly tham any argu. 


tradictions among the many 22 of religion invented 
by private judgment? The Reformation has been ſo 1: 


one ſect at preſent, which either follows its leaders, Li. 
ther, Calvin, &c. or even knows what they taught. | 
may add, there are ſcarce two of theſe ſetts which en- 
tirely agree in their chief tenets of faith. There arc 
not more quibbles at the bar about the ſenſe of the lay, 
than among religioniſts concerning the ſenſe of the 
bible: and all have an equal claim to private judgment: 


men ſias provided an authority to determine the debate 
in the law: while the eternal wiſdom of God is ſupp0 


diſcuſſion and litigation of head-ſtrong reaſoners; i: 
nonſenſe of old women and the dreams of enthuſiall 
without any authority to decide the controverſy ! 

This evidently ſheus that the ſcriptures are fuſce 
tible of different interpretations. How then can 2! 
man of ſenſe pretend to a rational conviction, th: h 
alone is the revealed ſenſe of the bible? Many thin 
otherwiſe, perhaps mare learned than himſelf. The au 


mor 
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more happy in their reſearches. But what are we to do 


with nine-tenths of mankind, wholly unable to make 


this examine? Mr. Wharton grants that there are ma- 
ny whom * neither education, nor abilities, nor leiſure 
« qualify to enter upon theſe inquiries.” Theſe there- 


fore can never have a rational convittion from an exa- 


mine, which is above their capacity, If they truſt to 
the authority of, their teachers, they abandon the lead- 
ing principle of the reformation, private judgments 
Their belief is credulity and weakneſs. Nay more they 
ſubmit to the authority of a private national church, of 
England, Scotland, Geneva, &c. in contradiftion to the 
rreateſt authority upon earth, that of -the Catholic 


Church diſperſed through the world, without er. | 


the pretenſions of either, any further than they are le 
by their teachers; Thus in fact the bare authority of a 
private teacher 1s the only motive on which the faith 
of moſt members of the Reformation ultimately relies. 
It is credulity and weakne/s in the extreme, to rely oy 
on the authority of a man, who has no authority at al 
But it is ſtupidity in the ſtrift ſenſe of the word, to rely 
vn his authority in preference to that of the whole Ca- 
tholic work, | 

It has always been a matter of aftoniſhment to me, 
how any one can hold forth the. clearneſs'of the ſcrip- 
tures as a reaſon to permit every filly old woman, of 
illiterate labourer to decide dogmatically, without ap- 
peal from their judgment, on points of faith or precepts 
of morality, They would certainly be thought inca- 
pable of judgin . themſelves, in other matters of 
leſs moment. It ſeems evident that theſe deciſions of 
faith are not ſo eaſy to be made, St. Peter, ſpeaking 
'of St. Paul's writings, ſays: © In ny are ſome things 
hard to be underſtood, which they that are unlearned 
aud unſtable wreſt, as they do alſo the other ſcrip 
* tures, unto their own deftruttion.'2d Ep. c. iii. 16. 


I know well the refuge of Mr. Wharton. He feels 
the impoſſibility of compoſing the contradictions and 


quarrels of the various ſets of the Reformation. To 
E, PIs damn 


TORT IE „ 
damn thoſe who diſſer in opinion, would be adopting 
that uncharitable and unpopular tenet, which he in. 
poſes on Catholics. Every one moreover has an equal 
claim to ſupport his ſentiments from the unalienable 
right of private judgment; of reaſon and conſeien 
He knows however that there is but one-Church inſli, 
tuted by Chriſt as the only way to happineſs. The dif. 
ficulty then is to bring theſe abſurd and jarring ſyſtem; 
to agreement: to make them all members of this ſane 
church, in ſpite of their mutual anathemas. This Mi. 
Wharton happily eſſects, page 19, © In the latter (ney 
« teſtament) it was -caly to Aer the great ſundl- 
„mental and necgſſary dottrines of the Chriſtian diſpen. 
„ation.“ Page 37. I look forward with rapture to 
*« «hat auſpicious day, when Proteſtants opening their 
eyes, upon their mutual agreement in all the eſſen. 
« tials of belief, will forget paſt animoſities, and ceaſe 
« tore each other as of different communions.” 
Thus all theſe who follow private judgment, reaſon and 
conſcience, however they may curſe and damn each 
other, are of the ſame way of thinking as to effenals: 
nay I ſuppole even the Catholics may poſſibly be fa- 
voured with his andulgence in this particular. The 
whole Chriſtian world then wants nothing more to be- 
long to the ſame church, but that all ſects ſhould ceaſe 
o regard each other as of different communions. p 
But till they ceaſe to regard each other as of different 
communions, they cannot be accounted members of the Wi q 
{ame church. All the members of any church are in e 
communion with each other: while there is no co 
nedtion or communication in the ſame faith or facra- Wifi; 
ments, between the different branches of Proteſtants, f. 
they are no more of the ſame communion than Jews 
_ Mahometans: and conſeqnently thoſe who are not 
in that communion, which was inſtituted by Chriſt, are 
not in the way to happineſs. | 
Vet ſuppoſe this ingenions device of Mr. Wharton 
admitted, there is an abſurdity of. the greateſt conle- 
- quence attached to it. Whoever pretends to the 111 
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662) | | 
\ Chriſtian, is by this rule in the way to ſalvation ; or 
this doctrine of fundamentals deſtroys itlelt, Mr. 
Wharton's fundamental articles may be denied by ſome 
members of the Reformation; ſeveral are denied by mas 


ny; now thoſe perſons, who reject any fundamental ar- 


ticle, are either in the way to ſalvation; and then not 
even fundamentals are neceſfary; or by rejecting a fun- 
damental article of religion, they are not in the road to 
heaven, and in this cafe, what becomes of private judg- 
ment, if a man may be damned for following it? But 
to come more home to the queſtion. 


For this ſyſtem, two things muſt be proved from 


ſcripture : the firſt, that only Fundamentals are necella 
to be believed. The ſecond, that they be determined. 
Let me aſk in Mr. Wharton's own words, Is thts doctrine 


of fundamentals clearly and eridently delivered in any pa/- 
12 of the bible? Mr. Wharton rejects tranfubſtantia- 


tion, becauſe ozr own dodlors could not find this article 
clearly and evidently expreſt in the bible. His queſtion 
however is of no conſequence againſt us; becauſe we 
admit tradition, where our creed may be evidently delz- 
vered, though the bible ſhould not mention one half of 
it. But Mr. Wharton admits no rule of faith but the 
dead letter of the written word of God. Let him then 
ſhew us in what paſlage of the bible this doctrine of 
fundamentals is evidently delivered. If he cannot, the 
principle muſt be abandoned. | 


To prove that only fundamentals are neceſſary, he 


ſhould produce ſome text, not controverted, but plan and 
evident, which either points out ſome articles, as the on- 
ly eſſential truths to be received; or that ſome” revealed 
truths may be rejected with impunity ; but there is no 
uch text in the bible: there are many to the contrary. 
In fact, common ſenſe is quite fufficient to diſcover the 
folly and extravagance of this ſuppoſition. If this be 
admitted, whatever error in faith or morals be adopted, 
provided fundamentals be ſafe, it is ſtill the right way to 
happineſs, Let a man miſunderſtand the pfaineſt text 
u the bible, wherein God has manifeſted his divine 
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6 
will, or ſome ſupernatural truth, if it is not a fundamey. 
tal article, he is ſtill in the right road, and a member of 
the Church of Chriſt. Thus the Almighty has pu. 
liſhed a law, which he has cemmanded to he -)bſerved 
under pain of his wrath; and yet he will not be angry 
with thoſe, who rejett every fingle tener of revelation, 
or precept of morality contained in this law, provided 
they obſerve a few grand points, which. are called 
eſſentials; and for no other reaſon, that I could ever 
diſcover, but becauſe the others may be rejected with 
impunity, as fancy or paſſion diretts. Can we ſuppoſe 
infinite wiſdom ſo inconſiſtent as not to exact our be. 
lief and obedience in every thing, which he has mani. 
feſted to us. Whatever the Eternal God has revealed 
or commanded is certainly of ſome conſequence. He 
never would publiſh a law perſectly uſelels in the far 
greater part of its dottrines: which would certainly be 
the caſe, if this abſurd ſyſtem was adopted. 

Should it be faid, as 1 ſuppoſe it will, that no one 
can be allowed to rejett any article of revelation, al. 
though it ſhould not be a fundamental tenet, if he has a 
ſuſhcient convittion that it is delivered in the bible, 
becauſe this would conſtitute hereſy. . 

Then let Mr. Wharton ſay with Catholics, that eve- ,, 
ry voluntary error, in matters of faith, is hereſy, and ex. " 
cludes from the kingdom of heaven. That invincible . 
3gnerance alone can plead an excuſe for any error in . 
faith: and conſequently that nothing can excuſe hin, . 
who rejefts any revealed truth, whatever it be, through 
paſſion or prejudice, which are in his power, and theic- 
. tore it is his duty to remove. If he means only this, 
why does not he ſay it? But if he means any thing elle, 
I with for a better explication. 

I beg leave to remark, that no man can be ſo lupid, 
as to rejef what he really thinks is revealed by God. 
Any one may pretend outwardly that he does not bc- 
lieye an article of faith; but I defy a man in his ſenles 
to reject in his heart, what he really thinks has the vera 


city of God for its ſanction. Hence either a ne 
; guiliy 
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guilty of hereſy, whenever his belief is contrary to any 
revealed tenet, (unleſs invincible 1gnorance plead an 
xcuſe) and then the doctrine of fundamentals vaniſhes 
as ſmoke ; or it will be impoſſible to prove that any he- 
eſy ever exiſled. Did not the Arians, 3 Ma- 
nicheans, &c. believe that their faith was delivered in 
the bible; as interpreted by their private judgment? 
Were: they not heretics” 446 ene 


K r 


purpoſe, unleſs they were determined. What will it 
avail a man to know that there are ſuch tenets in the 
bible, un'eſs he can find out which they are? For want 
of this knowledge he might reject a fundamental arti- 
cle, or embrace a fundamental error. But are tee fun- 
damental arlicles clearly and evidently delto-red in any 
age of the bible? Let Mr. Wharton anſwer his own 
queſtion. Let him point out, which are thoſe entials 
of belieſ, without which no ſalvation can be hud. But 
what right has Mr. Wharton or any mam living to de- 


ſame rule another might pro.cribe them as ſundamentat” 
errors} Mr. Wharton has no authority to erect a ſtan- 

dard of orthodoxy. Eet him ſhew his warrant from 
clear and uncontroverted texts of the bible: otherwiſe his- 


J opinions are groundleſs, even in his own prinerples:. 
le Nevertheleſs he has done this page 95: The umver-- 


fal Chriſtian Cetholic faith is delivered compendi- 
* oully in the- Apoſtles creed. Whoever ſubferibes to 
it in. its full extent, muſt be a member of the Catholic 
* Church.” Ther whoever does not ſubſeribe to it in 
its full extent is not a member of the Catholic Church. 
Theſe artieles- of the Apoſtles creed are Mr. Wiharton's 
/undamentals, Whoever: rejefts any one of them is not 
in the way to ſalvation; however he may interpret the 
ſeriptures by private judgment, not withſtanding his ap- 
peal to reaſon and con/ctence. * het Mr: Wharton look 
to the conſequence. I.believe there is not one fin 
article of the creed, which has not been rejected by- 
ſome ancient: or. modern religioniſt: and all, of them: 


But this doctrine of fundamentals would ferve no 


termine theſe articles, from private judgment ? By the 
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have pleaded private judgment, reaſon and conſcience, u 
wax one muſt do, who calts off the dead warght of a 
znortly. ; 

The Arians and Socinians reject the firſt; ſecond and 
eight articles. Whoever does not believe in God thre 
Father, ſuch as faith, teaches him to be; and in [ca 
Chriſt his only Son confubſtantial to the Father, ant | 
the Holy Ghoſt co- equal to both, he does not ſub{cr; 
to the articles in their full extent, as they ſhould rea 
be underſtood. 1 John ii. 23. Whoſoever denicth 
„the Son, the ſame hath not the Father.” Theſe 2e 
fundamental articles. Whoever does not fubſcribe toll a 

them in their full extent, is out of the Church of Chri ta. 

and ſtrays widely from the only road to happineſs: nM 

will it ævail him to plead reaſon and con/cence, or the in of 
terpretation of private judgment, 

The Neſtorians denied the unity of perſon in cu or 

: Redeemer, and the Eutychians the diſtinction of Wi 

tures after the union; and conſequently, they {truck tic 


out of the creed all the articles, which regard the incar thi 
nation and redemption accompliſhed by a God-man W vp 

Or at leaſt did not ſubſcribe to them in their full extent 
Many among our polite and popular brethren of ths 
Reformation cannot ſubſcribe to the laft article of 14 po 
creed in its full extent: that the wicked ſhall lite 2 ſx 
ever in the torments of hell, Even Mr. Wharton him bo 
ſelf does not ſubſcribe to the gth and 16th articles, qu 
they were pj underſtood, by a very great majority oi \ 
Chriſtians, in all nations and ages. I do not mean, that vie 
theſe mentioned religionifts did not ſay the creed; bug ex: 
they did not, they as yet do not ſubſcribe to it, in i bo. 
full extent: and therefore they all erred in /undanr en. 
zals; were not members of the Catholic Church, na ev 
conſequently in the way to ſalvation, Yet they all e tin 
| Jowed ſcripture as interpreted by private judgnen Wl wi 
and this is Mr. Wharton's religion: it is then error, it i nt 
hereſy in fundamentals. | tu 
In a word, either the bible interpreted by priva it! 

D £ db / | - \ 

judgment, is the religion of Chiilt; and then whocte I 


ſolle 


follow their private interpretations of the bible are true 
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members of the Catholic Church, in the way to ſalva- 
tion, whatever abſurdities they admit: though they 
ſhould rejett every fundamenta! article of the Chriſtian 
religion: or we muſt adopt ſome better plan, which is 
2 more ſecure road to unity in faith and morals. 

I ſhould-never finiſh, were I -to point out all the in- 
eonliſtencies of this abſurd doctrine of ſundamentals, to 
return to the argument: there is not one text in the 
bible, which inſinuates that the articles called net un 
damentals may bo rejected with N nur is chere 
a ſingle text, which determines thoſe called fundamen« 
tals. This doctrine is therefore new and unwarrantable.. 
Hence to ſhew the force of my argument in one point 
of view. 

It is impoſſible to make an: aft of faith of any one 
article, even of the creed, without a previous rational con- 
viction that ſuch an article is revealed; but this. convic-. 
tion can-never be had from prevate judgment; it cannot 
therefore be a ſufhcient reaſon. to, ground. our faith. 
upon. 

There is. yet another dreadful inconvenience, which, 
i a direct conſequence of. this leading principle. Sup- 
poling the pofſhbility of a rational. conviction, ariſing: 
rom private judgment; it is evidently a taſł of ſuch la- 
bour and ſtudy, as muſt require years of unbiaſſed in- 
quiry before it can. be accompliſhed. Fo follow Mr. 
Wharton's precepts, whoever propoſes to acquire con- 
viction, muſt begin by an. untverlal daubt. He muſt 
examine each book in the bible, then.every ſext in thoſe 
books, before- he can. have a rational. convittion of any - 
one article of his creed. Suppoſing this. 28 it 15 

evident that this.diſcuſhon cannot be made in a ſhort 

ume, Reaſon is not. ripe for ſuch a work at the time 
when the principles of faith and morality are inculcated 
into the minds of youth. Set any one of 16 on the 
ltudy of the Civil Law, be will make but little progreſs, 
it left to the penetration of his own judgment; and yet 
| think the principles of law, are more adapted to his 


capacity, 
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capacity, than the ſupernatural tenets of revealed reli. 
gion. Let us then ſuppoſe that the beſt underſtanding 
and indefatigable application may bring him through 
this labartous taſk at the age of 20. Till that time he 
can make no att of faith, not even in fandamentals, 
This given age muſt evidently be reſtrained to tlie 
greateſt capacities. More time muſt be allowed to c- 
thers, according to their faculites and leiſure. All theſe 
are out of the way to ſalvation. Until this examine i; 


made they are not members of any Church. They ar: 


not orthodox beievers. They are not behevers at all. 
I think this argument alone is ſufficient to drive any 
ſerious perſon to deſpair. | 
| Theſe reaſons are drawn from the nature of private 
examine: I ſhall ſuBmit to the attention of the reader ano- 


ther from fact. Mr. Wharton's religion is that of the bible. 
His religion contains principles of faith and precepts 
of morality Theſe principles and precepts muſt then 


be found in the bible, not in ob/cure and controverted 
texts, but clearly, and -emndently therein delivered. 
Where then is the doctrine of private examine deliver- 


ed in. the bible? I have alrea y ſhewn that the texts 


he has brought for that purpoſe are not only contro- 
verted, but even do not hint at this dofirine. Where is 
the abſurd tenet of ſundamentals clearly and evidently 
delivered in the bible? Where does the bible declare 
that only a biſhop can oxdain, only a prieſt can conſe- 
crate? Or, where does the bible declare the contrary? 
Where does Mr. Wharton find in the bible that a lay- 
man, an heretic, an infidel can, or ca: not beptizc? 
Where is the lauſulneſi or legality of infant bapiiſm 
delivered in the bible? I. cannot admit of controverted 
texts : are theſe tenets clearly and evidently dalitxred in 
any paſſage of the bible? Once more, let Mr. Whanon 
anſwer his own queſtion 1 Frere ts ſadt to winch lie 
never attended. Where is the preciſe number of twa /a- 
craments expreſed in the bible? Where is the th article 
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nets are matter of opinion: & among none of the prin- 
cipal branches of the Reformation are they obtruded 
« as articles of faith :”* then they are obtruded as arti- 
cles of faith among ſome of the inferior reformed 
churches; what is to become of item? Are they in the 
church of Chriſt ? But I muſt inform Mr. Wharton, 
that they are articles of faith, in one ſenſe or another, 
among all the /eparated branches of the Reformation. 

Every point of belief, which is communicated to us. 
by revelation only, 1s certain} an article of faith: we 
believe it becauſe God has revealed it. But how can any 
one know the articles above unleſs God has revealed 
them? How can he know that the Almighty will ac- 
cept of the baptiſm of a child, or that he will not accept 
tt? How can he know that this ſacrament can be, or can- 
not be validly adminiſtered by an heretic or infidel? 
Theſe are ſurely matters of conſequence, in either the 
affirmative or negative, in every religious ſyſtem: and 
on theſe depends the ſalvation of millions: they can 
never be determined but by revelation; therefore they are 
enets of reveletion and articles of faith. They are no 
where to be found in the bible; therefore it is not the 
only rule of faith. | 

Thus we hear the bible beld forth as the only guide 
to revealed truths. Nothiug is to be admitted but 
what is clearly and evidently delivered in it: and yet 
theſe ſame perſons are forced to admit many thin 
which the bible makes no mention of. Mr. Wharton 


re lay no claim; or in impoſing others upon us which we 

deny. But he has by the ſame arguments proved him- 

ſelf inconſillent 
I ſhall only take notice of two precepts of morali 


ty. 
When the Omnipoteut Creator bad finiſhed his 02 
days work, he bleſſed the ſeventh day and commanded 


_— — — —— 


do not find in Com that he ever changed the obliga- 
non to Sunday. Then according to Mr. Wharton, the 
Command of ſanctifying the ſeventh Gay remains ſtill 


ian 


Mr. Wharton may perhaps ſay, that moſt of theſe te | 


Las thrown away much ingenuity in refultng tenets to which- 


it tobe kept holy. Now that day was Saturday. We 


were never anſwered. How can perſons, who admit no 


ſurd 3 ſyſtem of private judgment and 


we T © 

fxt to Saturday. How can he diſcharge this duty hy 
ſanctifying the Sunday? What warrant has he tron 
ſcripture to invert the order of a divine precept ? 

In the New Teſtament, Acts xv. we find a precept of 
the Apoſtles, given by the direction of the Holy Ghol, 
to abſtain from blood, and the fleſh of ſuffocated ani. 
mals. This precept is no where recalled in the Ne. 
Teſtament; and therefore is {lll in force: and yet! 
know of no Chriſtians who obſerve it. ThE Jews only 
follow ſcripture in theſe points. Proteſtants as well a 
Catholics adhere to tradition. 
- Theſe arguments of fact have often been-urged, but 


rule of faith or morality but the written word of God, \ 
Tubſcribe to the tenets and practices above mentioned, al 
where ſcriptuie is either ſilent, or plainly contradifiy L 
their principles, | ws 7% 55 
I think it is time to form a contraſt between this ab. 0 


church authorny. To explam the latter is to prove it 
of divine inſtitution. I only deſire candour and com- 
mon ſenſe: and flatter myſelf that the moſt ordinary 
(3.4 ad will be a compleat judge of the merits of the 
cauſe. | | 
The goſpel law is, as has been ſaid, a law of faith, 
and of morals. The firſt teaches us what to. believe of 
God, his perfeQtions and attributes; to know our on 
wiferable ſituation, to which we are reduced by {n: 
and the means of reſtoring us to our former dignity and ill - 
importance, by regaining the favour and friendlhip ot 
our incenſed Creator. The ſecond teaches us what t0 
praiſe in order to gain beaven. The belief of revealel . 
truths is equally exacted by this law, as obedience 0 
proces of moiality; and as nothing can excuſe . 
reach of a moral precept except invincible _—_—_ 4 
fo nothing leſs can exculpate a falſe belief, It is then 
clear that this law, conſiſting in principles of faith and 
mora] precepts, was given by God to be obſerved 11 


violably, and invariably the ſame, to the end of ture, a 
2 | | the 


* 
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he only road to happineſs. Whoever then refuſes to 
lubmit to this law, or is ignorant of it, by hzs own fault, 
annot hope to be excuſed by the all-ſcrutinizing juſlice 
f God. LT | ; 

Can any one in his ſenſes ſuppoſe that infinite wif. 
1m ſhould inftitute a law of this conſequence, and not 
conſtitute fome perſons as guardians to watch the ob- 
ſervance of it! Human legiflators always appoint magi- 
ſtrates to determine the ſenſe of the law, in cafe of any 
diſpute; otherwiſe we ſhould have no end of debates. 
God himſelf appointed the prieſts, in the Jewith dif- 
penſation, to decide on all debates about- the law of 
Iloſes: and decreed that every one ſhould be put to 
death who ſhould refuſe to ſubmit to their judgment, 
Deut. xvii. Can we then ſuppoſe that Jeſus Chriſt has 
commanded his law to be obſerved to the end of the 
world, and has not appointed perſons to watch the de- 
ſigns of intruders and invaders, as well as enforce the 
obſervance thereof? In this caſe the wicked and igno- 
rant might lop off his divine ordmances, and ſubſtitute 
their own fibtions as the commands of God, They 
might pervert the ſenſe of the plaineſt principles, and 
disfigure it ſo as not to be known for his own. If then 
God has not appointed ſome perions to guard againſt 
encroachments of this nature; he has not provided ſuf- 
ficient means to tranſmit his law to the end of the 
rorld, It had been more confiſtent not to publiſh a 
law, than to exact the obſervance of it, aud not provide 
for its preſervation. | 

But God does not act thus repugnant to the rules of 
common prudence; He has placed in his Church 
* firſt apoftles, ſecondly prophets, thirdly teachers, &c. 
Cor. x11. 28. And 3 iv. 11. For he gave 
ſome apoſtles, and ſome prophets, and ſome evange- 
* lifts, and ſome paſtors and teachers; forthe perfecting 
of the ſaints, for the work of the miniftry, for the edi- 
* tying of the body of Chriſt.” There are then in the 

hurch of God paſlors and teachers, who att as his vice- 
gerents, under the ſanftion of bis authority; their 

| power 
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power is from him; they teach in bis fiatne. V. 6 
„That we henceforth be no more children, toſſed 9 
and fro, and carried about with every wind of dos. 
10 trine, by the fleight of men, and cunning craftinch 
*« whereby they lie in wait to deceive.” The reaſy 
then is the preſervation of unity among the faithful 
For this the biſhops and paſtors are conſtituted by the 
Holy Ghoſt to govern the Church of God, Acts xx. whos 
voice we are bound to hear, to whoſe commands we 
muſt ſubmit. * Obey them that have the rule ore 
you, and ſubmit yourſtlves: foł they watch for your 
. * ſouls, as they that muſt give account: that they ma 
« doit with joy, and not with grief: Heb. xiii. 17,” 
- The authority of paſtors inſtituted by God is there 
fore ſacred, and binds us to obedience: theri their &: 
ciſions muſt be undoubted; the intention bf their 18 
pointment is the conſervation of the law of Chriſſ, to y 
preſerve peace and unity in their flock, and to guad 
Ypainſt the deceits of innovators. How would theſe Wi - 
ends be anſwered, if every private perſon had a right. 
interpret this law according to his own fancy? It the 
paſtors had no authority to  coutroul the ravings d 
private judgment? Many in this caſe would believe er 
ror, be carried away with every wind of dodtrine. N0 
unity in faith, no ſtability would ever ſubſiſt. The px 
ſtors themſelves might be carried avout with the /aiit 
| winds; diſſenſton muſt enſue; and if no tribunal wer 

erefted to fix the ſtandard, it would be impoſſible to 
Uiſcern the doctrines of Chriſt himſelf, from the deceit 
of crafty men; and by degrees the law would be loſt in 
che confuſion- | 2 n 
Let us now examine fat: Was it by authority, 0! 
rivate examine, that the Church was firſt planted, ani 
the faithful diretted? Did SS. Peter, Paul, John, Jude, 
c. preach, or write firſt? Did they refer to ſcripture 
to refute the falſe teachers they complain of, or to the 
Uoctrines they had preached ? When the Apoſtles firh 
vpened their miſſion on the feaſt of Pentecoſt, accord 
ing to Mr. Wharton's doctrine of private Judge 
RC the 
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they ſhould have written the goſpels and epiſlles, and 
delivered theſe into the hands of the faithful, to be exa- 
mined and ſerutinized by every 6nez this they did not 
do; but having confirmed their authority by many mi- 
racles, and the application of prophecies made under the 
diſpenſation of the ſewiſh law; they then” taught the 
faithful the law of Chriſt by word of mouth. Had the 
Jews and Gentiles followed Mr.” Wharton's method of 
examining the doctrines taught by the diſciples of Jeſus 


ſuppoſition of a Meſſias made obedient unto the death 
of the croſs; and the latter would have laughed at a 
Man-God, omnipotent in heaven, and bleeding, ſuffet- 
ing, dying on earth. This doctrine was indeed repro- 
bated by all thoſe Who were too high.minded to capti- 
vate their underſtanding under adècent ſubmiſſion to the 
authority of faith. We preach Jeſus Chriſt crucified, 
„ unto the Jews a ftumbling-block, and unto the 
« Greeks fobliſnneſe, 1 Cor. i. 23.“ They might have 
told St. Paul and the other preachers of theſe extrabrdi- 
nary tenets! Does not reaſon aflureme with much greater 
evidence, that the Almighty requires not our belief 
of a docttine, which ſtands in direct corftradiftion to 
* the only means he has allowed us of arriving at truth 


our /en/es and our undenfandng ? 


thority from on high, and commiſſioned biſhops and 


!hould deem neceſſary for the ſanftification of the faith- 
ful. bens 4. romp) * ceaſed with their perſons ; 
but the regular and ordi 

was to continue to the end of the world; and their au- 
thority is equally from God. Take heed therefore 
* unto yourſelves, and to all the flock over the which 


Church of God.“ Acts xx. v. 28. Prole/tant tranſlation. 
The Apoſtles therefore preached the goſpel without 


{cripture; their ſucceſſors governed the Church of God 
by euthority,, 


Chriſt, the former would have been ſeandalized at the 


The Apoſtles preached and taught, by virtae of au- 


paſtors to teach, order and regulate, whatever they 


nary miſſion of their ſucceſſors 


the Holy Ghoft hath made you overſcers, to feed the . 


F Manx 
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Man) of the canonical books were unknown fur 

ears; ſome were not acknowledged even in the time of 
St. Hierom. Comment. in c. vin. Iſa, &c. I do not 
mean to enter upon a critical diſſertation of the precilo 
time in which each of theſe books was received by the 
Church as canonical. It ſuffices for my purpoſe, that 
many of them were not univerſally known —— 
in the beginning of the Church. Certainly until the 
canon of the ſcriptures was formed and received, the 
faithful were governed by authority, not by private exa- 
mine. Why then ſhould the change take place? By 
what warrant? Did the biſhops give up that power 
which they had received as ſucceſſors of the Apoflles? 
Or did the illiterate multitude encroach on the autho- 
rity of their ſuperiors conſtituted and appointed by the 
Spirit of God? Let it be ever remembered, that the 
ſcriptures every where preſcribe an unlimited ſubmiſſion 
to the rulers and teachers of the Church. Be it alſo 
remembered, that the Church has always proceeded by 
authority, in inſtructing the flock of Chrill ; but ſhe ne. 
ver deſired her members to ſeek their faith in the bible, 
by private examine. Even every branch of the Refor- 
mation, forgetting this their leading principle, or 12. 
ther inconſiſtently laying it aſide, as inſufficient and uſe · 
leſs, iuſtruct youth in the tenets of faith and morals, by 
- the way of authority. . | 
Much more might be ſaid on this head, but I think! 
have ſufficiently proved two capital points; firſt, that 
the Church was planted and governed in the firſt ages 
of Chriſtianity by the authority of her paſtors, not by 
private judgment: 2dly, That this authority of paſtors was 
appointed by God to direct the faithful. Then J hope 
it will be granted, that it is unlawful to reſiſt this autho- 
rity, and conſequently it muſt be infallible, in thoſe mat- 
ters which are neceſlary to ſalvation; for otherwiſe it 
would be inſufficient to the main purpoſe of its inſtitu- 
tion. Let us now examine the matter à little 
cloſer, | | | 1353 The 
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(693) 
The exiſtence of revelation in any point of faith or 
morality is a queſtion , of fact. When we inquire if 
ach a doctrine is contained in the, bible, we only mean 
in other words to aſk this queſtiow; Has 2 God 
revealed that doftrine ? the ſame as we alk, whe 
ſar led the Roman army into Britain? _ | 
Facts in the common order of nature can only be 
known by the ſenſes of thoſe, who are witneſſes to 
them; and by hearſay from the witneſſes to the abſent. 
It was by this that St. Luke wrote has goſpel, Luke c. 1. 
v. 1, Botli £4 | | > W516 
The certainty of this hearſay; or of the teſtimony of 
witneſſes, depends on their character and the circum- 
ſtances. When few witneſſes aſſert a fact, which is 
otherwiſe a matter of ſo little conſequence as not to in- 
tereſt the inquiry of the abſent, then it relies ſolely on 
the credit of the witneſſes, and will rarely ariſe to any 
degree of certitude. But when a public fact is told as 
ſeen by numbers, of ſuch characters as exclude the 2 
pearance of deceit, then it acquires a degree of credi- 


bility, which it would-be madneſs to contradict: but if 
the fact be otherwiſe of ſuch material conſequence, as to 


intereſt equally the abſent and the witneſſes, then it muſt 
either be true, or we muſt. ſuppeſe all Who receive it, 
whether prelent or abſent, to be both fools and 
knaves. ee 4001 L007 E 

Facts of a ſupernatural order, as miracles in confir- 
mation of a revealed doctrine, can only be aſcertained 
by the ſenſes of the witneſſes. That Chriſt cured the 


lame and the blind, raiſed the dead, &c. could only be 


ſuppoſed true, becauſe the Apoſtles, Jews, &c. ſaw ſuch 
facts performed. That the Apoſtles had no wiſh to de- 
ceive in ſupporting theſe facts, we knew from their 
characters, which breathe throughout candor and fim- 
plicity. That they could never have impoſed theſe fatis 
on the world, if falſe, however they might with to doit, 
is evident from the circumſtances. _ Ae 


The facts are of a public nature, and conſer uently 
might eaſily be ſcrutinized: the religion evidently eſta- 
| i 1 bliſhed 
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(54) 
bliſhed on them, is of conſequence, and univerſal con. 
cern; they were then examined. The Jews were in. 
tereſted againſt that religion; and therefore would have 
deſtroyed its foundation, by diſproving the miracles of 
our. Lord, had there been a poſſibility of calling them in 
queſtion. Theſe facts then are beyond a doubt. 

When the Apoſtles. were ſent to preach the goſpe| 
to the uttermoſt boundaries of the earth, they were en. 
dowed with the gift of miracles, in order to ſpeak 
conviction to the minds of thoſe diſtant nations, who 
perhaps had heard nothing of the tranſattions in Judea, 
But theſe miraculous powers only ſerved to eſtabliſh 
their apoſtolic authority; and diſpoſed their,-diſciples Wh ; 
to receive, whatever dottrines they preached. - Theſe 
. dottrines could only be received as coming from the 
Apaſtles, by the teſtimony of the ſenſes of thoſe, who 
were witneſſes. to their being delivered, That the A- 
poſtles taught /uch a dotrine, is therefore matter of tatt, 
which-c only be known to thoſe preſent, - by thei 

eyes and ears; and a the abſent, Whether as to time or 
place, by the common rules; the authority of the wit- 
neſles, and the circumſtan ces. 

I beg leave then to ſuppoſe as a principle, that we, 
at this diſtance of time, can only know, that the Apo. 
les taught ſuch a doctrine, for example the trinity), 
from the concurrent teſtimony of ages and nations. * 
This, ILhave ſaid, is a fad; and thetrefote can only Bil c 
be known, by thoſe means which muſt aſcertain every Wl «. 
other fact, the !e/&mony of men. f. 
It is uncandid and unchriftian to examine the doc- . 
trines in themfelves, to diſcover whether they are, of. 
are not revealed. Regſon and underſtanding, in compar: Wi h 
* ns tenets with our 1mperfett knowledge, can never. 
anſwer this queſtion, is /uch a-dottrine revealed Ly.God? 
unleſs Mr. Wharton will aſſert, that he cannot reveal, F 
what we cannot comprehend. He might as well 12) Wl x: 
that Sampſon did not ſet fire to the corn, by the means Bl ic 
ot three hundred foxes; or did not carry away the gat Wl y 


of Gaza; becauſe the firſt ſeems ridiculous, and * 2 
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( 65 ) 
« reaſon and experience tell him much more forcibly, 
« that the latter is incredible and groundleſs, becauſe 
Le is not ſtrong enough to do the ſame. | 

All queſtions therefore about the exiſtence dof revela- 
tion, muſt be reſerved to their proper tribunal, the con- 
current teſtimony of witneſſes, for the times in which 
ſuch doctrines are delivered, and the joint ee of 
ſucceeding ages, who delivered to us, what they had re- 
ceived from their predeceſſors. - Ie ; 

This teſtimony of men, handing facts down to poſte- 
rity, is called Tradition. The certainty of tradition de- 
pends on the rules already explained. 

When a fact of a private nature, no ways intereſting, 
is communicated to only a few perſons or families, the 
credibility of ſuch a fatt depends entirely on the cha- 
racters of thoſe who have handed it down to poſteriiy. 

It is very evident that the credibility of any fact in- 
creaſes in proportion to the number of perſons to whom 
it was known in its origin, and by whom it is tranſmit- 
ted. It is leſs probable that a great number thould 
conſpire in deceiving themſelves, than if they were on- 
ly a ſew. But when any ſact is of a public nature, of 
great confequence, and communicated 0 numbers of 
different nattons, then the certainty of it is beyond the 
pollibility of a doubt. It is manifeſtly impoſſible that a 
great number of different ages, characters, and of diffe- 
rent countries, Who perhaps have little or no communi- 
cation with each other, ſhould conſpire in admitting 2 
tact of this nature and conſequence, delivered by their 
fathers, if ſuch faft be not true: and equally impoſſible 
tor ſuch a number to hand down to poſterity a public 
falt of any conſequence as received by tradition, if they 
have not received it from their anceſtors. On theſe 
rules the certainty of hiſtory depends. 25 

To ſet this in a clearer light; let us examine a fact. 
For example, that Ca/ar, after his viclory over Pompey, 
reg ned Diflator in Nome. This fact was publicly known 
to thouſands, by the joint teſtimony of their ſenſes; 
was ſoon ſpread abroad as à truth of which no one 

877 4. a doubted; 
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. (6) 
doubted; was told to the ſueceeding generation in exe. 
ry kingdom throughout the known world; and finally i 
has been handed down to us in the fame manner; and 
we at this day can no more doubt of it, than if we had 
feen Cæſar preſide in the Senate, The fame may be 
faid of-every fact of any moment and of public no. 
„ ant hog Eur rob 2g anon 
I The infallibility of this tradition in. public facts de. 
pends chiefly on the number of perſons to whom it i; 
communicated. For: although à few perſons may be 
actuated by intereſt or paſſion to propagate a falſehood: 
it is impoſſible for human nature in thouſands to be { 
depraved as to wiſh to impoſe a known falſehood on 
the reſt of mankind: but it is ſtill more impoſſible for 
the reſt of mankind to receive from them a ſuppoſed 
fact of this nature. As it is a public and intereſting 
fact, they muſt be acquainted with the truth or falſiy 
thereof. | 4 00 aun n Of LOU IONTIOHY] 1 

The wee ere, numbers wiſhing to impoſe 
on the reſt of mankind what they know to be falſe, ar. 
gues a degree of depravity, which I think no man wil 
imagine in many perſons of diſſerent characters and 
nations: but to ſuppoſe the reſt of the world ſo credu- 
Jous as to receive from them what they. muſt know to be 
falſe, is ſtupidity in the extreme, which I hope is repug- 
nant to human nature at large. 

The certainty of this 0 is evidently greater in 
religious truths, than in any others: becauſe they are 
more intereſting than other fas, of however univerlal 
import: ſanctity in this life, and happineſs hereafter de- 
pend upon them. For this reaſon they are of infnite 
conſequence to all; all are equally concerned in them; 
and of conſequence. the learned in every country, in 
every age, mult give them a ſevere ſcrutiny. They are 
communicated to more perſons than any other tatts: 
thus they are moie univerſal, and of more confequence 
than any fatts in the order of nature, and therefore the 
authority of tradition on this head is more ſecure, mort 
infallible than in any other caſe. 0 
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6657 
I ſhall now beg leave to remark, that the tenels of 
Chriſtianity, which were every where preached us arti- 
cles of faith, were in their origin facts of public am 
univerſal notoriety. That the dodrine of the π⁹ n- 
lion, for example, was preached by the Apoſtles in ſe- 
rulalem, in Epheſus, in Rome, &c. was a fact of which. 
any one of the meaneſt . be informed. 
Had any one aſked the queſtion, Vas the dodlrine off the 
incarnation preached al Epheſis s the antwer muſt have 
been, that it certainly was; that thouſands had heard it; 
that of courſe it was publicly allowed to be the dotifine 
of St. Paul. The ſame may be ſaid of every other tenet 
of faith, and in every place, Where the faith of Chriſt 
was preached. ' or 19+ I r 
The truths of Chriſtianity were therefore facts of 
public [notoriety in their origin, and were communi- 
cated to all nations, They ceuld not then have been 
7 õů received, nor afterwards tranſmitted to poſterity, if 
falſe, ' Thus tradition is vindicated from every poſfibi- 
lity of error in theſe articles. It would remain a ſure 
guide to revealed tenets, if we bad never known” the 
leriptures. I beg leave therefore to call this drome” tra- 
dition. Let it not be a bugbear to ſcare the ignorant. 
What ſigniſties the word, if we agree infact? It is cal- 
ted divine tradition only beeauſe it communieates to us 
the knowledge of divine truths. In other reſpects it is 
evidently the ſame as every tradition, by which paſt 
facts are made known to us. The concurrent teſtimo- 
ny of men is the motive; the univerſality of this con- 
ſent gives it immenſe weight; and the conſequence of 
the truths handed down to us, prove that they could 
never have found acceptance, had they not been exa- 
mined and found genuine. 2 
One thing gives an additional force to the autliority 
of tradition. No new revelation can be admitted; and 
therefore Whatever was an article of faith, muſt be ſo 
now: and whatever we receive from univerſal tradi- 
tion, from the reaſons juſt now aſſigned, muſti of conſe- 
quence come from the Apoſtles, - a DIM 1 
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This leading principle of the Catholic Church mate 
it impoſſible for anynez tenet to be admitted as an artic 
of faith, or an old one to be rejefted. _ 

At whatever time we ſuppoſe a new tenet. to be intro 
duced, and added to the public creed of the Church 
any one of a tolerable capacity and information mu} 
have known that the article propoſed was not believe 
as faith till then; it was then a fact of public notoricy, 
that the ſaid tenet was not received as handed down h. 
univerſal tradition, and conſequently was nct revealed, 
No Catholic then could in conſcience receive it à 
faith; nor could any one, conſiſtent with his leading 
1 1 of admitting no new revelations, believe it rc 
vealed. Let no one urge that Catholics might do i 
though znconfiſfently. It is not in the nature of man 
be either univerſally depraved or fooliſh; both which 
would have been the of the Catholics in admitting 
a new article of faith againſt their knowledge and con. 
ſcience. To admit an article of faith, is to believe that 
the ſaid article was revealed by God, and was handc 
down by univerſal tradition; to ſuppoſe it new, is in fat 
ſuppoling that the Catholics never heard of it; and 
conſequently they muſt know that it was neither banded 
down by tradition, nor believed till then. This can 
never happen to thoſe Who admit no new revelz 
uon. | | W | 

I Torejeftan old article of faith, is to ſuppoſe, that 
the whole Catholic Church ceaſed to admit a revealed 
truth, which was publicly and univerſally allowed as re. 
vealed but juſt before. That is, in other words, the 
whole Catholic Church ceaſed to acknowledge, what 
was a falt of public notoriety to every one of its mem. 


bers. I | | 
They muſt then have abandoned an article of thcir 
creed againſt their own convittion. This may be 
done, by prone perſons: but I hope ſuch a number of 
men of all nations as compole the body of the Catholic 
Chu ch, can never be ſo univerſally depraved as to lay 
aſide their conſcience, in matters of this * 

. * a grant 
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I grant it is poſſible, and experience proves it, that 
private perſons may be led 2 may ceaſe- to believe 
hat is the public faith of the Church, or hold forth te- 


5 ets as of faith, which were not believed before. This 
ties from the reſtleſs ſpirit of inquiry, ſo common a- 
Vong all deſcriptions of men, on the one hand; and the 
1 atural prepoſſeſſion of every man for his own way of 
„ thinking, on the other. We all agree that the ſcriptures 
ere the word of God. If any one employed in the 


ſtudy of the bible ſhould h to loſe ſight of tradi- 
tion, or the public faith of the Church, he is tlien left 
to his own judgment; and if he ſhould happen to be 
miſtaken, he will eicher reject the faith of the Church, 
or adopt ne ſyſtems of belief. In both caſes he muſt 
prefer . judgment to tradition and church autho-—- 
Ty; and whoever. obſtinately maintains this will be cut 

off and ſeparated from the communion of the Church. 

In general whoever attempts at does not wait for her 
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ſentence, but feels himſelt cut off from her communion, 
0 by the fact alone. 1 2s Ge 26 | $ V1 DB M113 NCD 

10 We allow then that private errors may be introduced: 
but this: no affefts the inerrancy of tradition. It 
isa voucher, àn infallili one, of the (public catholic 


faith. Univerſal folly and. depravit are equally repug- 
nant to the nature of man. It would be however both 
tolly and depravity to rejett a received tenet of faith, 
or introduce a new one. Catholics throughout 'the 
world are all arquainted with the belief of the CHbrch; 
ey alb know:that no power on earth has any authority 
to abrogate what is faith, or create new ohe. Then 
the whole Church can never conſpire in either, with- 
out abandoning the firſt principles of their religion: 
uy this will not be aſſerted ot fo numerous a body a 
the Cathohes diſperſed through the Wordt. 
Let us now make the application of | theſe principles 
to the two articles, Which Mr. Wharton pretends were 
introduced into the faith of the Churchythe ſacraments 
ot the cuchariſt and penhance. I Mill then ſuppoſe with 
Mr. Wharton, that the preſent belief of the church con- 
wy ceruing 
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1 
cerning the Euchariſt was introduced in the gth cen. . 
tury. He does not agree in this with ſeveral others of HN 
hes communon; but the, argument is equally ſtrong, 
whatever epoch be aſſigned. The whole Catholic Church g 
therefore did not believe the real preſence and tranſub- | 
ſtantiation in the 8th century: but only preſence hy ad 
faith. It was then in the gh century the public faith of Mb 
the church, that the ſacrament of the Lord 40 er was Why 
/ | 


only bread and wine taken in reniembrance of Chriſt's deal; Nie 
and conſequently it was publicly and univerſally known 
to bean article of faith. The faith of the Church is n. 
in every age, a fact of public notoriety. It was as well Nhe 
known in the 8th century, as it is now. But in the 9h in 
century the public faith of the whole catholic world tu 
{ſome ſe obſcure individuals excepted) held forth the Hp! 
real preſence and tranſubſtantiation. we find a e. 
ſudden tranſition from a revealed tenet, publicly and NN 
univerſally acknowledged as the faith of the Church; . 
tothe public and univerſal acknowledgment of the op- g. 
poſite error, received as an article of faith. Mr. Whar- co 
ton may contend, if he es, that this tranſition was gi 
not made in ſo ſhort a time. atever time he af. to 
ſigus, this remains fact, in his ſuppoſition, that in the Ie 
Sch century, the public faith of the Church was * ha 
faith only. Now had this ever been the faith of the be 
Church, it could never have been altered. The public ha 
faith of the Church muſt be known to every well in- v. 
ſtrukted Catholic; no alteration can ever be made un- up 
Eknovn to any one. The whole world muſt have ſeen WF: 
and felt the change. 1G 12 
Then the whole Catholic world muſt have rejected an WB: 
article of faith, handed down by univerſal tradition; Wo 
and received as an article of faith, what they knew was th. 
neither handed down by tradition, nor believed before. na 
In other words, they muſt have rejected from their 81, 
creed, what they all knew was an article of faith; and Non 
muſt have admitted into their creed an article which ¶ lo 
they knew was not revealed. What motives can ev! Wa: 


induce the whole Catholic world to rejetct _ they Wc 
| now 


9 71 ) $518 


know is true, or admit, what they know is falſe? Mr, 
Wharton may reaſon from private fatts, or partial infors 
mation, but he will never perſuade any man in his ſen« 
ſes, that ſo great a number of men as have always com- 
poſed the of the Catholic Church, can ſo far 
abandon their honeſty and common ſenſe, as to become 
both fools and knaves, in direct oppoſition to their own 


punciples, of univerſal tradition, and admitting no new 


revelations. ; ; 
The article of penance is yet more home to the que- 
tion. For beſides the general argument above, which 
holds in every article of Catholic faith, this ſacrament 
implies a divine ordination of the moſt humiliating na- 
ture; and generally looked upon as the hardeſt to. com- 
ply with of any catholic maxim; a full confeſſion, or 
ſelf. accuſation of every ſpecies of guilt contracted by fin; 
Mr. Wharton fays, page 30. that © centuries were rea 
« quiſite to ſettle. this praftice in its preſent form.“ 
Bt I ſhall take the liberty to affett, that fifty centuries 
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ſtitution. Whenever this practice was firſt mentioned; 
to follow Mr. Wharton's ſuppoſition, the whole Catho- 


O08 0. 


be a command of God. The whole world then muſt 
have admitted as a command of God, what they knew 
was not commanded at all. They therefore impvſed 
upon themſelves a very heavy yoke as of divine inſtitu- 
tion, which they knew was neither believed nor prattis 
led as ſuch before; and of courſe was not fo in reality, 
Be it ever remembered, that the paſtors who are ſup- 


3 


themſelves, as well as the multitude; now it is repug- 
nant to human nature, inſulting to common ſeuſe, to 


ſuppoſe that the paſtors of the Catholic Church throughs= 
lock they had to govern; and on themſelves, at the 


lame time, a grievous burden as binding from a ſpecial 


bind 


could not have ſettled it; had it not been of divine in- 


lic world muſt have known that it was 4 new thing, not 
handed down by tradition, nor of conſequence could it 


poſed to heye forges theſe fetters, formed them to bind 


out the world ſhould ſeek to impoſe on the numerous 


command of God, which themſelves knew well did not 


3 (7) 
* bidd at all. But it is ſlill more abſurd to ſuppole, tha 
the whole Church ſhould admit this galling yoke a; 
divine precept, which they all knew God had nere 
commanded. ; 1490 | 
Caviloutofthe queſtion, let us conſider the nature of mar, 
hereverwe ſee him with his native character and heredi. 
tary diſpoſitions, he will always be found averſe to con. 
troul. He will not cafily ſabmit to arbitrary rule 
much leſs will he tamely ſubject himſelf to Heavy bur. 
dens without ſufficient authority to give them ſanion, 
But how can he be brought to ſubmit t6 them, from 
interior conviction of divine appointmEnt, when be 
muſt know that they have no claim to this origin? 
From what men ate, we hay form a judgment of 
what they have been. Let any man at Preſent attempt 
to introduce, as a divine precept, any ſimilar practice 
et him endeavour to perſfiade the whole Catholic 
world, that they are bound, by a ſpecial chmmand of 
God. to wear a hair- ſhirt. a crown of thorns, &c. ere 
Catholic would laugh at him: nay if be perſiſted obff. t 
nately in his error lie would be cut off from the Church 
as an innovator. To daſh out of the creed an article of Wi , 
public catholie faith, or to introduet a new one, it hn 
previouſly neceſſary to perſuade the Whole Catholc i. 
world out of their honeſty, as well as out of their ſenſes 7. 
They never can admit either while they remain Ca. 1; 
thocs. 3 r 
Wich Mr. Wharton's gocd leave, I ſhall remind him di 
of a truth, which he knows well no Catholic can doubt +: 
of, that, whatever veneration we pay to Popes or Coun- th 
cils, we acknowledge no power in the Church to blot WF w 
out an article of faith, nor to introduce a new one 


Univerſal tradition is our rule; the public faith of the ar 
church is our ſtandard. All the power we believe the R 
paſtors are intitled to, in articles of faith or divine pte, th 
bepts, is barely to declare what the Church has receive tic 
banded. down te her as the law of her divine ſpouſe in 


We think moreover, that as the exiſtence of tradition 


in every age, as {aft of public notoriety, in the mm 
G11 < Tal 
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{1ith of the Catholic Church, they may decide on this 
fact without danger of error. Mr. Wharton, and every 
other well informed perſon knows well what, were the 
doctrines of Luther, from the notoriety af the fat, 
handed down by tradition. We all know, by the ſame 
means, hat were the doctrines of the Council of Trent, 
which condemned the errors of Luther: why then could 
not the Council of Trent, from the notoriety of this 


the faith of the Church go years before? and ſo on to 
the times of the Apoſtles. it is in vain to alledge the 
dirkneſs of the times: the biſliops in general were men 
of ſome information, and at leaſt knew their catechiſm; 
ſome among them were always men of eminence; and 
could defend the public'faith of the Church againſt the 
vain pretenſions of the {elf:created. infallibility of pri- 
vate judgment. They all were ſufficient witneſſes of 
the faith of the Church, which was their own be- 
lief. ©. x14 1140 7 arg S153 * 
I ſhall now prevent two objections, which ſome might 
think of conſequence, againſt this dottrme of univerſal 
tradition. ,F irk it may be ſaid, that ancient facts, which 
are no Where xecorded' in hiſtory, might ſafely be con- 
veyed by univerſal tradition; but if they are written, we 
need only to read, and our on private judgment will 
inform us what has happened in former ages. Thus we 
read that Ceſar reigned Dittator in Rome; that Wil- 
lam Duke of Normandy, conquered England, &c. We 
read alſo in the bible, not only the life and death of our 
divine Redeemer, but alfo the dofrines which he 
taught, and commanded to be obſerved. We have 
therefore only to examine this book to diſcover the faith 
we are to profeſfſss. DL | 7222 
After what has heen ſaid, a few words will ſerve for 
an anſwer, - It is evident, that neither the Engliſh, nor 
Roman hiſtories, nor even the bible itſelf have any au- 
thority, only as they are ſupported by univerſal tradi- 
tion. It is tradition alone which tells us that the books 
in the bible are tke — works of inſpired — 


tradition, diſcover,what. tenets were Freer taught as 


| ( 34) 

And chat they are tranſmitted to us uncorrupted by other 
hands. We know likewiſe the ſucceſs o the Norman 
invaſion, and of Ceſar, becauſe univerſal tradition hz 
given a lanition to the hiſtories Which relate theſs 
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It may be ſaid, fince then we have theſe books handed 
| down and authenticated by tradition, why not apply to 
| them, the ſame as to other hiſtories? | ö 
|S  Fanfwer, This is an inconſiſtent way in the principles 
of Mr. Wharton, as T have already ſhewn. Moreover, 
even admitting the books, there is ſuch a difficulty in 
diſcovering the revealed ſenſe of the bible, that it would 
be evident preſumption to attempt it from private judy. 
ment: and this alſo has been proved. But there is an 
immenſe difference between the bible and every other 
hiſtory. The latter are only read to acquire a know: 
ledge of paſt tranſactions. The public and intereſting 
facts alone are generally attended to. Private anec- 
dotes are not worth the notice of the public at large, 
But in the bible every thing is of conſequence. It is 
the word of God: the revelation of his will to man- 
kind. Hence beſides a hiſtory of thoſe tranſactions, on 
which our religion is grounded, it is a law, by which ve 
muſt regulate our faith and morals. | 
Did any other book contain a law, befides the hiſtory 
of the times, we ſhould never have an end of debates 
about the ſenſe of it, if the real ' ſenſe was of any con- | 
cern to us. In this caſe we ſhould indeed have an au- 4 
| thority eſtabliſhed to decide and determine the doubts Wi * 
and controverſies: while the eternal wiſdom of our 
Creator is ſuppoſed to leave hrs lau, inſtituted for human 
ſalvation, expoſed to the nonſenſe, quibbles, and con- 
e e man exiſting. 1 hope it will be 
ranted, that the real ſenſe of any human law is more 
adapted to our ſenſes and our under ſtanding, than the re- 
vealed law of Chrift, which is 1mpervious to both; 
and conſequently a judge of controverſies is more ne. 
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The other objection is drawn from fact. It may poſ- 
ſibly be allowe that this doctrine of univerlal tradition 
may be admitted as to thoſe public tenets of the Church, 
which were always known, and believed at all times, 
and in all places. But in this cafe a great number ot 
articles, introduced by Popes and Councils, muſt be 
ſtruck out of the creed: * Wllat then becomes of the 
inerrancy of the Church? Wenn 4 

If this be admitted, we have done with private judgs 
ment, at leaſt in thoſe articles which conſtitute the pub- 
lic faith of the Church: and conſequently Mr. W har- 
ton's arguments againit the euchariſt and penance fall to 
the grouud; for thoſe are public tenets of the Catholic 
faith; if any article of the creed can be called ſuch. 
However, to clear this point. ee 

I beg leave to remark, that the deciſions of the Church 
are many. I will even allow, that. ſeveral are by no 
means articles of faith. Some regard ny prelimina- 
ries of faith. But this is no argument. For although 
the Churck exatts ſubmiſſion from the faithful to all 
her decrees; and juſtly too, as ſhe is the higheſt court 
of judicature, to whom an appeal can be. 3 in doctri- 
nal points: yet ſhe never obtruded her deciſions as arti- 
cles of Catholic faith, unleſs they were at all times and in 
all places believed as ſuch. ; 3 | 
; To ſet this in à clearer light, I ſhall explain the 
church's method of pronouncing her definitions. When 
the Apoſtles were deſtined by the Spirit of God, to 
preach the goſpel in all the nations of the then known 
world; they formed a creed containing the chief arti- 
cles of that faith, which they announced to the world as 
neceſſary to ſalvation. By this profeſſion of faith, the 
converts to Chriſlianity, however diſperſed and uncon- 
netted with each other, were in one.communion, or 
unity of faith. It is however very evident, that this 
creed does not exprels ſeveral tenets of revelation, only. 
by reference to the authority of the Church. We find 
therein no mention of the neceſſity or operation of grace 
and free will; nor of MT; lacraments, of their miniſter 
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or effect: yet all theſe are very eſſential tenets of faith, 
in ſome given ſenſe, in every communion of Chriſtians, 
But as the very exiſtence of the goſpel revelation 
was founded on grace, it was not neceſſary that thiz 
ſhould be particular mentioned. The ſacrament 
were to be in conſtant uſe, as the common means or. 
dained by providence to convey that grace to the ſouls 
of the faithful; and therefore they could not he ignorant 
of them. Hence it was ſufficient to expreſs the bekef 
of a Church, in Which theſe things were practiſed. 

No ſooner was the goſpel publiſhed but errors and 

| herefres were broached, by private men; who, ſtimu. 
lated by intereſt or ambition, endeavoured to draw diſci. 
ples after them: It is worth remarking that theſe erron 
were always introduced by the concents of pi jydg. 
ment, in oppoſition to church authority. In procels of 
time jarrings and diſputes were multiplied beyond num. 
ber. Some of theſe errors were more evidently re- 
de to the public faith of the church than others: 
ometimes it was hard to detetmine which ſide of the 
debate, if either, was erroneous. Mary contrary opi- 
nions are at this day ſupported in the ſchools, which the 
Church leaves to the diſputes of divines, becauſe. ſhe 
will not determine or decide when faith is not in dan- 

8 | „ 

0 Whenever any doctrines were canvaſſed before the 
tribunal of the Church; they were always tried by the 
rule of living tradition, or the public faith of the 
Church. If an opinion was found ſubverſive of the 
Catholic faith, it was condemned as heretical. But it 
often appeared that a propoſition, though not direttly 
re ant to faith, might ſtill be of dangerous \ ndency, 
offen ve to pious ears, and if underſtood in the obvious 
meaning, might lad to errors direftly ſulverſir: of the 
known principles of Chriſtianity. Such is Mr. Wharton; 
propolition, page the 7th, * Their endeavours can never 
* he ineffectual, whole reaſon and conſcience tell them 
„they are in the way to ſalvation:“ for as J have al- 
ready ſhewn, whoever fancics himſelf in the right, Jeu, 
N Mahometan 
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lahometan or Deiſt, may ſit down ſecure of ſalvation, . 
nder the ſhadow' of this ſentence. «+ 
In theſe caſes the Church has indeed pronounced 
entence; and as there is no appeal from her authority, 
er judgment is irrevocable: but ſhe never gave a defi- 
iitive ſentence, on theſe matters, ſo as to make them 
ticles of Catholic faith: nor ever condemned a prope: 
tion as heretical, which was not ſubverſive of the known 
aith of the Church. Ya wed ed ae Sand oe a SET] 
Had Mr. Wharton attended to this, I preſume he 
ould not have impoſed upon us articles of faith which- 
re never heard of: the ſuapremacy of the Roman 
kurch, page 22. nor points of diſcipline, page 25. pub- 
ic /ervice* in an unknown tongue; much  lefs ought he 
| ELIE” 1 
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* The Maſs in Lalin has long been excfaimed againſt, by 


over. I fear it has been done chiefly through a ſpirit of pa- 


bis generally held forth. Whatever is meant to carry iuſti uc- 
ion, information or exbortation to the multitude is always con- 
eyed in the vulgar language throughout the _wbole Catholic 
world, The prayers and devotiors made uſe of in private are 
always in a laughage, which the reader. underſtands « aud evcu 
belles general iu{lrufions to inform the ignorant wliat is doue 


* 
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mother-tongue. Hence thoſe, u ho think ſuch tranflations cou- 


#110 know whar he:ſays.. Where then is the miſchief, in his 
erlorming in Latin? 1 e Ae . e 
Be it remembered, that the Maſs is a ſacrifice, even 


lit the piteſt alone is the miniller thereof: the people are only 
hauts tor their own devotion. and profits but 0 ways necet- 
ary to the miniflry, Now Ipreſume that the private devoticn 
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woted by his on feelings, it he knows what is going on, 28 If 
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many reformers , for what reafon it is a difficult walter to diſ- 


y, to keep alive the groundleſs alarms of the illiterate. Let us 
pltend to fad; and the practice will not appear fo noxious as 


ju the {aCrifice of the Maſs, they have it all trauflated into their 
ducive to devotion in their way, may join the prieſt, in the fame ' 


prayers, from beginning d end. Every well in{truded Catho- 
lic knows what the priell is doing ; and thoſe who chuſe it may. 


the fame, which, Jeſus Chriſt offered to his eternal Father 
dn the croſs, diffaent only in the manner of offering : 


pod profit of any one aſſiſting at a ſacrifice may be as much pro» 


— 2 —— - — 
3 — — — — 


— 


2 — ——— 
— z — :. 
— 23 — 


y | 
6 
to impoſe upon us as an article of faith, a mere ſpecula. 
tive opinion of ſome ſcholaſtic divines, which is juſtly 
e po $6 og | |  .. ridiculed 


he heard and repeated every word pronounced by the prieſl. 
No aſſiſſant can rationally obj: @ againſt his not heing permitted 
to do the fame actions as the prief 3 the words are equally part 
of the ſacrifice, aud therefore the buſineſs of the prick alone, 
Let the reſt attend to what he performs, and in the fame manner 
as they: would have done at the death of Jeſus Chrifl on the 
Croſs, and they will undoubtedly. carry away their profit and 
reward, though they ſhould not provounce one word during the 
whole time, *, Lthink:the people at large are better directed by 
Fn eyes than their ears, in this. ſort of prefence- and aticn- 
uce. . 

But why not ſay it in Engliſh? For two capital reaſons, 
Firſt, uniformity cequires it to be ſaid in-one of the, dead lau- 
guages. For in this caſe, let à prieſt go into avother county, 
he may ſay Maſs for the people the ſame as one of their fellou- 
Jubje&s, Which he could not do was it performed iu the common 
Jangvage of the place, which he does not underſtand. Again a 
Catholie going into foreign countries may afliſt at Maſs, the fame 

as if he was at home. 675 
Secondly, all the living languages are in a conſlant late ef 
melioration. None of them are fixxd, The Engliſh language 
of 300 years back would not be underſtood at prefent by thre 
fourths of the nation. Had the Maſs been ſaid in Engliſh at 
that time, it would not be underſtood at prefent by a gieat ma- 
jority of the Engliſh; unleſs. it had been new modelled accorce 
ing to the faſhionable taſte of the Engliſh tongue, by every Ad- 
dilon, Steel, Pope, or Jchuſon, who have ſuececded one another 
in dilſerent periods of time. 1 thiuk no one would contend for 
that: if he ſhould, then let hint plead for the litmigy in the 
vulgar dialeQ of every different county in England, iu which 
the miniſter ſhall be placed. This would render almoſt all of 
them incepable of their functions, until they had learned tbe 
Jargon of the place, where their cine is ſituated, Do the Giecks 
condemn the litmgy in an unknown tongue, who officiate in the 
claſſic Greek, which is not under flood by one ju ten of the 
Grcek chinch? In a word, the objection would have {ome 
ſome foundation, il the que ſlion was of public prayer, in which 
the coo:munity is to join, and cannot for want of knowing whit 
FS Is 


e 
ridiculed by the wiſeſt among them, ** a. common ſfore- 
« houſe, in which are laid up the ſuperfluous merits of 
« the ſaints, to be drawn from thence, by the Pope, and 
applied, as be thinks praper, to the benefit of the liv- 
ing and the dead.” bd. This is very uncandid; but, 
miſrepreſeptation and calumny are the only arms againſt 
truth, To return to the point. | 

It offly requires common ſenſe and attention to judge, 
if a propofition is directly ſubverſive of the faith of 1 e * 
Church. In more abſtruſe matters the paſtors. conſult, 
tradition, ſcripture and the fathers, and. then decide ac- 
cording to the merits of the cauſe. . But as I faid before, 
they will not pronounce ſentence, unleſs the principles, 
of taith be in danger. ayes Wt | 
In general, whoever wiſhes to form new ſyſtems, does 
it in an abſtruſe and difficult queſton. A direct denial. 
of faith is a bold attempt, reſerved only for thoſe few 
undaunted minds, who fet all rule and government at 
defiance. Thoſe however have always been more ſe. 
vere againſt their refraftory followers, than ever the 
Catholic Church was againſt them. Calvin burnt a So. 
cinian alive, becauſe his F aha 2 his reaſon and 
* — could not difcover the Trinity in the bible, 
hat did this ſelf- created reformer deſerve for dogma, 
tizing, that God made every reprobate for the expreſs 
purpoſe of damnation ? 1 =D I 
When Arius attacked the divinity of the Son of God; 
although he endeavoured to ſhade his opinions, yet the 
were univerfally known to be ſubverſive of the publie 
faich of the Church. She had always believed © in God 
* the Father. and in Jeſus Chriſt his only Son our 
| © Lord; and in the Holy Ghoſt.” The conſequence was 


is ſaid, Every one of any information knows how ill Queen 
Elizabeth's firſt miſkoners were received in Ireland, when they 
were compelled to change their Maß, at which they couldgaflitt 
with devotion, for a new liturgy, conſiſting only in prayers, 


which they could not underftand : but the caſe is quite different 
iu the preſent queſtion, | | 


evident, 
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evident, that theſe, three perſons were but one and the 
ſame God. This Arius could not fubſcribe to, becauſe 
his e pe fed did uot diſcover it in the bible; bis 
rea/on and conſcience told him, that this doclrine con- 
tradicted * the only means of arriving at truth, his /en/c; 
Ad has underſtanding.” The cauſe was examined, in 
the Generat Council of Nice, the tradition of ages and 
nations was conſulted, and Arius was condemned as an 
heretic. The General Council of Conſtantinople pro- 
ceeded in the ſamę manner in the condemnation of the 
Macedonian hereſy, which denied the divinity of the 
Holy Ghoſt. Theſe two Councils formed a new creed, 
but it was never looked upon as enforcing new articles 
of faith, but only as an explication .of the public faith 
of we Church, compendivuſly delivered in the Alles 
. 44,364 res 1 | 

Neftorius in the 5th century began to teach, that there 
were two perſons in Chriſt, _ That we were indebted 
to the human perſon forthe benefit of our redemption; 
but the divine perſon was no otherwiſe concerned 
therein than by a moral. union to human nature. This 
doarine evidently tended to diminiſh the price of our 
ranſom, and undermine the faith of the Church; ard 
in Jeſus Chrift his only Son our Lond, who was con- 
« carved, &c,” The relative who evidently implies, 
that he who was conceived, born, &c. is the fame, who 
in the 2d article. is called the only Son of God, and not 
two according to the dottrine of Neſtorius: and there. 
fore the Church aſſembled in the General Council of 
Epheſus, condemned this error as Aerelical. It was then 
firſt poo that there was only one perſon in Chrilt ; 
which again was never conſidered, nor intended as a 
new article of faith; but only an explication of the faithof 
ages and nations. The ſame may be {aid of Eutychius, who 
leaning too much to the other ſide, in oppofing Netto- 


rius, fell. into the oppoſite error, by confounding the 


natures in Chriſt: and was condemned by the General 
Council of Chalcedon, &c. &c. &c. ; 
2 8 - 
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In the th century, the faith of the Church mn 
ing the neceſſity of divine grace was daringly attacked 
by Cœleſtius and Pelagius. The faith of the Cathohe 
world at that time was barely what it is now, as e 
in the words of our Catechiſm, in anſwer to this ques 
ſlion:“ Can we do any good of ourſelves? No, we 
cannot, without the help of God's grace.” Many 
Councils were held in Africa, and elſewhere, in ſup» 
port of this faith, againſt the many errors of the two 
named hereſiarehs. Several different explications, de- 
finitions, & c. were made againſt them, concerning the 
neceſſity of grace, original ſin, &c. yet none of them 
was ever conſidered as a ne article of faith, but only 
as an explication of the public faith of the Church. 
The Predeſtinarians overſtrained the queſtion to the 
other fide, by maintaining the neceſſny of that irre- 
ſiſtible grace, which bears down all before it. This evi- 
dently deſtroyed free will; and conſequentiy was not 
that grace which the Chureh held neceſſary. She al- 
ways believed the neeeſſity of grace to do any thing to 
attain ſanctification or eternal life; but ſhe always be- 
lieved that thig grace left the rights of liberty untouched; 
Ibis is a compendium of the Catholic faith on this 
head, from the times of the Apoſtles, to this day. There 
is no tenet of faith, which has been ſo often and vari- 
oully attacked as this; and of courſe there is no doc- 
trine on which ſo many definitions have been pronoun: 
ced, as in this caſe of liberty and grace. It is indeed 
another of thoſe myſteries, Which entirely eſcapes the 
pblervation of the /enfes, and the penetration of the un- 
der ſanding. Numbers of fyſtems have been invented 
to reconcile theſe ſeemingly: jarring tenets : whenever 
the Church: found theſe ſyltems ſubverſive of grace, or 
the rights of free agency, ſhe always condemned them 
as heretical, When they were not clearly repugnant 
to faith, and ſtill could not be reconciled with the pri- 
vileges of grace, or free will; ſhe indeed cenfured ſuch 
ly!tems as dangerous, ſcandalous, tending to he . 8c. 
J-ccording to the-merits of the cauſe; but nec con- 
demned 
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demned them as heret:ca/./ But whatever opinions werg 
invented, in this delicate article, if they admitted de 
neceſſity of grace, and were ſtill reconcileable with |;. 
berty, the Church bas always left them to be freely di. 

_ by divines, without defining : againſt eithe 
— 24 2873 $4 | 21 (63 13-331 <5 Pk 
Let Mr. Wharton recolle& what happened in the 
famous congregations De auxilzis., The Society, tg 
which he formerly belonged, thought that their adver. 
ſaries the Dominicans. gave into the errors of the Pre. 
deſtinarians. Thele again maintained, that the Jeſuit 
| leaned to Pelagianiſm. The conteſt way brought be. 
fore the Pope. After many meetings, much animoſity 
+ and recrimination, much explicauon, embarraſſment au, 
uibble, they were all ordered home, had leave to de. 
fend their reſpective ſentiments as well as they could, and 
were forbidden to cenſure. their antagoniſts, -- It was ob. 
ved in theſe meetings, that both ſides allowed the ne. 
_cethty of grace, both admitted free will: this was all the 
- faith of the Church demanded : and therefore ſhe would 
not pronounce on either ſide of the queſtion. Is thi 
ſecking to. augment the number of articles of faith? 
Mr. Wharton however is well acquainted with this fad. 
enn, odd ati ber. dren on 
I ſhall paſs over many errors proſcribed by the Church, 
to inſiſt more particularly on . thoſe points, which hae 
- furniſhed matter of cavil for Mr. Wharton. Page 30 
he mentions the Millenarian hereſy; or the opinion, 
that after the renovation of the world, Chriſt will reign 
a thouſand years with his ſaints upon earth. This, be 
ſays, © was maintained as an article of the Catholic 
faith, by almoſt, every Father who lived after the 
„times of the Apoſtles. He then quotes Stapleton, 
and Burnet. . I ſhall not give myſelf the trouble of look 
ing into Burnet, to ſee whether he demonſtrates, as Mr. 
Wharton terms it, what I know is falſe. Doctor Sta 
255 indeed quotes ſeveral, who according to him, be- 
| heved that the beatitude promiſed to the ſaints is deer: 
red till the general reſurrection. Here a Rin Mr, 
vine arton 
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'harton has” juggled private opinions into articles of 
aith, has totally miſrepreſented the caſe; and this too 


ith a compleat knowledge of the cauſe. He attempted - 


o prove that the Millenarian ſyſtem was once an article 


f faith: now the Millenarian ſyſtem, as invented by 
»rinthus, is too abſurd and indecent to mention here. 


hat afterwards planned by Papias, Who was followed 
Ireneus and ſome other ptivate doftors, admitted 
nly lawful pleaſures into the thouſand years reign! of 


'hriſt after the reſurrection. Tertullian only allowed 
piritual pleaſures in this Kingdom. Some thought thar 
Ine of 1000 yearsduration was to be compleated 


is kin 
efore 15 general re urrection, as St. Juſtin. I ſhall on- 
quote the laſt named Father: if Mr. Wharton is well 
nformed, he knows I am right; if not he ought to 
luſh, for aſſerting | fo 'boldly what he did not know. 


t. Juſtin therefore, in his dialogue with Triphon, ex. 


relsly ſays, that he knew many of pure and pious ſentis 
ents, who diſagreed with him in this particular. How 


ould he think their ſentiments pure and pibus, if he 


ought his own opinion was an article of faith. : 

In fact whatever was aſſerted on this head was bare 
pinion; and among thoſe, who maintained theſe opi- 
ons, ſcarce two agreed together; and after all, the reſt 
f the world united maintained the Catholic faith, 
ne thing I muſt infiſt upon, that no one Father of any 
ote, neither immediately after the Apoſtles, nor 
nce, ever maintained the ſtrict Millenarian ſyſtem. 
It was always the faith of the Church, that the good 
all live for ever in eternal felicity, and the wicked in 
he torments of hell. This is compendiouſly delivered 
n the laſt article of the creed; and liſe everlaſting. 
ut here a queſtion naturally ariſes, Are the good to tale 
oeſſron of this beatitude immediately after death, or only 
ter the number of the elect 15 42 aden 
I would willingly aſk, why this queſtion could not be 
xamined, by univerſal tradition, as well as any other. 
t was diſcufſed in the Council of Florence: the Fathers 
ere allembled were compoſed of Greeks and Latins 

united, 


E 
united, were come frem ſo many different counttiez 
hat they could not be ignorant of the faith of fle 
Church diſperſed through the world, and therefore they 
had a right to deſine that the fouls of the ſaints, why 
had contracted no ſtain after baptiſm, or were perfect 
Purged before death, or after death in; urgatory, are 
immediately received into heaven, and enjoy the in. 
tuitive'viſion of the Deity. Nor did they ever think of 
framing a ne article of faith, but barely to explain the 
12 article of the Apoſtles creed; acconiing to the ſenſe 
of univerſal tradition. | 
Mr. Wharton's main purpoſe, page go. and the folloy. 

ing, is to prove, that ſome points are at one time matten 
of opinion, which are afterwards matters of faith: 0 
vice verfa, He firſt brings the Millenarian'{yſtem as an 
article of faith after the mes of the Apoſtles, and after. 
wards condemned as heretical. This he knew wa 
falſe; and to ſereen himſelf he quotes Burnet, who d. 
monſtrates for him, wliat he himſelf ſhould have proved. 
becauſe he aſſeris it. But he finds another ſhift ; Dr 
Stapleton cues a number of Fathers, who were of oft 
nion, that the ſouls of good men did not enjoy the bes. 
tific viſion previous to the general reſurrection. Let 
Mr. Wharton remember, that though all the Fatten 
had been of that opinzon, the Millenarian ſyſtem woul 
not follow from -thence. That opinion ſuppoſes the 
ſouls of good men to enjoy the beatific viſion imme- 
ately after the general reſurrection: but the Millens 
tian ſyſtem ſuppoſes, that after the general reſurrection, 
Chriſt will reign a thouſand years on earth, previous to 
their being introduced into the preſence of God. Theſe 
R 1 wt 9 
Again Mr. Wharton ſhould prove, that it was not ol. 
ly the opinion, but the faith, of not almoſt all the prin. 
tive Fathers, but of all the Church: this he knows wel 
eannot be done. The private opinion of Fathers is 20 
binding; we look up to the deciſions of the Church fo 
our faith. She has decided this poin: according wy 
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Vratian, whom Mr. Wharton brings in, as advancing 
that © ſome maintain that forgiveneſs of fins may be 
— —— made to the Church 
or a prieſt.) Here again is only half a quotation, 
Gratian propoſes a queſtion, ther any one can 
ſatisty by the ſole contrition of the heart, and 
«« ſecret ſatis faction, without oral confeſſion? and then 
gives the firſt anſwer in the affirmative; and quotes SS, 
Ambroſe, Auſtin, Chryſoſtom, Kc. this he treats upon 
in the firſt Diſt! De prme, down to Can. Omays gui non 
diligit. Then he propoſes the negative opinion, in theſe 
words: Others on tae contrary. aſſert, that no one 
4 can be 4. from ſin, without confeſſion and ſatis 
* faction.“ He treats and proves this opinion at large 
down to Can. Q uamꝛis pienitudo and in Can. Quis dl. 
quando, he explains the authorities quoted in favour of 
e fixſt opinion, of public penance; and, in my opi. 
nion, all along ſeems bent to the latter ſentiment; 
though he concludes with leaving the choice to the rea 
der: . for, ſays he, each has its patrons, wiſe and reli. 
„ gious men.” Whatever ſentiment he be of, it is [itt 
to the putpoſe. The bare. queſtion was, whether (in 
was remitted by contrition previous, to abſolution: or 
only by virtue of che guditial, ſentence. pronounced by 
the prieſt; as explained in the ſentiments of Peter Lom. 
-bard, and the ſuppoſed Cardinal Hugo:. there re 
marked that there were diſſerent ſentiments on this 
head: and ſo there are at prelent. The Church has ne. 
ver yet defied what ſort of contrition is neceſſary i 
receive abſolutionnngnꝰ oo | 
Whatever may be the opinion of Gratiap, he neithe 
denies penance to be a ſacrament, nor the ,neceſlity of 
 confeſkon, nor the judiciary uſe, of the keys: pothing 
can therefore be proved from him. 
In Mr. Wharton had read theſe old authors, be 
- would baue ſaved me much trouble, which, I have bee 
forced to take to ſne N falſe.” He wouls 
© baye prevented a-remark which J muſt make, that wy 
ek. e I | 
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he ſays e che a iſt, That Peter Lombard was ſupports 
00 all the ſelouluen of his time, is en 
___ evidently proves (he-contr; | 

1 could not find Maldonatus de 3 but if he 
fs « that all the Canons following their farſt inter- 
« preter net maintain that confeſſion was intro- 
« duced by eccleſiaſtical inſtitution, he is egregiouſly 
miſtaken. - Gratian ſays no fuch _ nor does any 
other Canoniſi, that I can meet with.  Hbwever 1 * 
leave to remark, that ſeeking among Canoniſts for at- 
ticles of faith, is like Nr. ails at a jeweller's. The 
lawyers would laugh at Mr __ if he quoted di- 
vines againſt them. 26 
Page ge, be exhibits the Jofirine: conveyed: by the 
word tranſubſlantiation, as new, and only deſined in the 
Council of Lateran, as Scotus aſſures us. Paſchaſius 
Radbertus was the firſt Who wrote ſeriouſly and cpi- 
oully concerning it, according to Bellarmin: but he al · 
lows that his doctrine was not ſettled, in his letter to 
Frudegardus. Rabanus Maurus, ſtiled by Baronius the 
Luminary of Germany, wrote exprelsly againſt this no. - 
velty, as alſo Ratiamus, or Bertram. Mr. Wharton 
concludes this fertile page with an ais of exultation and 
triumph: + Thus we ſee, that the doftrine of the car- 
nal preſence. was no ſvoner openly, maintained, than. 
+ ſome of the molt celebrated dottors of the time aroſe 
to combat it; without i 3 any laſpieion of he- 
** rely from their opponents.” 

This is very arttul indeed. Mr. Wharton A 
well, that ,Catholics, urge the oppoſition of eminent 
dofiors againſt novelty, as an evident argument of. the 
faich of the Church; he knows allo, that no champion 
of the Refarmation: could ever give the leaſt ſhadow of 
an anſwer; hence he not. only. prevents this difficulty, 
but even turns, out on arms. againſt us. But neuher 
art nor cunning ſhall preyailagainſt trun. 

Had Mr. Wharton added to the catalogue of . 
brated doors, the names of Scotus Erigena, and Be- 
rengarius, * would have. „ the li of all thoſe, 

whe- 


| ( 88 ) 
who to combat this doArine ; and would have found 
the reſt of the dotfors, the biſhops, &c. of the whole 
Catholic world againſt him. I ſuppoſe he was aſhamed 
olf Scotus's abſurdities in other matters, and of the 
Ne changes and recantations of Berengarius; 
therefore did not think either of them a fulkcien 


voucher, for what he ſo boldly afferts. But to the ' 


Paſchaſius had no manner of doubt about the Catho. 
lic do&rine; this, be frequently ſays, is the faith of the 
world: nor had Frudegardus, to whom he writes. 
Frudegardus had always -beheved, with the whole Ca. 
tholic Church, that the Euchariſt was not bread and 
wine, but the body and blood of Chriſt: This, ſay; 
_ + Paſchaſius, you ſay you believed before, and that you 
. + read it in my book, about the-ſacraments. But you 
„ {ay that you afterwards read in St. Auſtin's gd book 
De dot. Chraft. that the ſaying, Thrs is "the body and 
* blood of Chriſt, is a tropical expreſſion- But if that 
is a figurative ſaying, an appearance rather than truth, 
" ay I do not know how I am to underſtand it, 
„Then you add; and if 1 believe it to be the ſame 
* body, which he took from his Mother, the Virgin 
Mary, the ſame great Doctor declares this a grievous 
crime: which ſentence ſtrikes with horror thoſe who 
+ receive it; if they do not believe that to be in the 
-+ .facrament; which truth ufelf plainly declares is there. 
And if they do believe it; as ſome do, they incur the 
« -rrievous crime, becauſe they believe falſely, becauſe 
it is ſaid that Chriſt can be devoured by the teeth. 
N ne " a crime to believe, as _— 7 x 2 whom 

« he ſaid, wnlc/s you eat the .of the- Son of man. 
This they — not bear, ny irs underſtood it 
. «wrong : and therefore; if any one fays, that this feſt 
und this blood are fo the ſame (with that which Chriſt 
took from his mother) without a myſtery and facr- 
ment, and not to be taken partly in Fgüre, as thoſe 
* carnal men, thinkin 
v4.4 « + Frudegardus 


g carnally, underſtood it, he de- 
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Frudegardus” had always believed, with the whole 
Church, that the ſacrament” contained the body and 
blood of Chriſt, 29 ⁰ẽ, truth 1/elf plainly declares to be 
lere; but was in doubt how to underſtand it, from a 
wrong explication of the text of St. Auſlin, uoted be- 
fore. Some, he ſays, belicved it the ſame body, which 
Chriſt took from his Virgin Mother, and in the ſame 
natural ſtate, ſo as to be the immediate objet of our. 
ſcnſes, to be devoured by the teeth. Frudegardus con- 
ſults Paſchaſius, who1explains rhe: difficulty, and Tays* - 
that it js indeed; a crime to believe, it ſo far. the ſame. 
body, as to think that it is. preſent, without veil or myſ- 
tery, and not in à ſactamental manner. This is the 
whole of the queſtion,, There is not an infinuation of 
any other doubt, in the; letter, to Frudegardus; nor is 
there the ſealſ hint that any one member of the Catho- 
lic. Church ever doubted of the real preſence of Chriſt's 
body. in this — gf bs „ I. 5 Wh 
When Scobvs.;Enigepa; firſt began to explain this. 
away, . had 1 the Catholic 
dottors- aroſe to _ combat thif growng error. He was 
condemned in a Council at Paris, anno 1030, and again 
at Marſeilles, 1053. Ofthis laſt Council Afcelinus, a 
Benedictine, monk, writes to. Berengarius as. follows; , 
Be aſhamed of your felt to, patronize a. book, Which 
vas condemned at; Marſeilles in a General Council. 
We hear alſo that yourſelf was ſtigmatized with the 
ſame hereſy.“ | Letter to. Brresgarius. The fame er- 
ror was again condemned in a Council at Rome, where 
Berengarius not ouly abjured his errors, but even burn- 
ed the book of Scotus, by the orders of Pope Nicolas 


* " 


and the Fathers .allembled,. -. Ys ati 178 
Hence beſides Paſchaſius, Lantfranc, aud ſeveral other 
Catholic Doctors, we have three Councils held in dif, 
terent places, who all agree in the ſame ſentiments; and 
condemn the oppoſite error of Scotus and Berengarius, 
25 contrary to the Catholic faith of, the whole. Chriſtian 
world, handed down , by;univerſal-tradition. Suppoſe 
hen Rabanys and. Ratram, and if. it, will. pleaſe Mr. 
4 X Wharton, 


5 
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orthodox in Rabanus and Ratram. 


krhoſe times, except the two named heretics, ever did 


( 9& 


Wharton, five or fix more were, at that time of a con, 
_ trary ſentiment; can this ſmall number be of am 


weigh!, againſt ſuch numbers on the other fide; wh 
all declare their faith to be that of the whole world“ 
It is impoſſible, as I have ſaid, for ſuch men, of at leaf 
ſome information, and I hope ſome integrity, to be nil. 
led, in the examine of a public faft of any conſequence. 
much leſs of the faith of the Church, and therefore 
their on belief. Fe 

If it be ſaid, that theſe celebrated doctort, who oppoſed 
the doctrine of carnat preſence, did not incur any fuſpi. 
cion of hereſy from their opponents. I anſwer, tha 
poſſibly their books were not fo publicly *known as to 
cauſe any great noiſe or difpute; and of - courſe the 
Church would not pronounce ſentence upon them. 
have already mentioned ſome inſtances of ber unwil. 


 lingnefs to define, where the public faith of ber chil 


dren is not in danger. . 
Indeed there is no need of a public ſentence, where 
a novelty meets the horror and deteſtation of all thoſe, 
who are informed of it. This private cenfure is often 
ſufficient 10 op the growing error, and even 10 reclain 
the offender; in which cafe the Church will not exert 
Her authority. I could mention ſeveral novelties which 
have been ſuppreſſed in their origin, by this privat 
condemnation, without an public definition of ile 
Church. ir nn a 

Thus much is evident; had the Church lecked upon 


n publicly patronizing the dofitines of 


Scotus Erigena, the moſt certainly would have con- 
demned them as well as Berengarius. Common ſenſe 
will inform any man, that a doftrine proſcribed as here. 
tical in Scotus and Berengarius, can never be deemed 


I | think indeed this is a clear proof, that no author of 


publicly ſupport that doftrine for which they were con. 

demned, In fact, Rabanus is fo far from maintaining 

the dofrine of carnal abſence, that he is exprelsly cr 
| . k 


(ured 
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fared for the oppoſite error of the Stercorarians, whe 
ſaid that Chriſt was fo prefent in the ſacrament, as to be 
devoured. by the teeth, eaten, and digeſted like other 
meat. This is poſitively aſſerted by Herigervs Abbot of 
Laube, L. de Corp. & Fang. Dom. and by William ot 
Malmeſbury, in his 72 2 ad Robert Frat. How will 
Mr. Wharton reconcile this opinion of Rabanus with. 
the doRnne of pre/ence by fait only ? WE 

But he wrote againſt Paſchafius and bis difciples? 1 
believe he did. 'Though even this is denied by ſome, 
becauſe he never mentions Paſchaſius, and the errors 
he refutes ate not found in that author. He might 
blame Paſchaſius for his plain and open way of exhi- 
biting the doftrine of the Church, as ſeeming to lean to. 
the errors of the Stercorarians: and this is all he means 
in the words quoted by Mr. Wharton. Why did not 
this Gentleman read Mabillon, whom he mentions, or 
would have found more than ſufficient to eonvince-tum, 
that Rabanus was a good Catholic, and Ratram alſo, 
whom Tfhall explain more at large, as 1 have his book 
before me: ö | Wu pre 
| Ratram then, in the beginning of has book De Corp. 
Sang. Ehriſts, ſays: For while ſome of the faithful 
« fay concerning the body and blood of Chriſt, 'whieh. 
« is daily celebrated in the Church, thatthere is v0 vet 
nor figure, but that the very thing itſelf r en 
really exhibited: and others aſſirm that theſe things. 
are preſent, in a myſtery or figure; that it is one thing, 
4 which a pears to our corporal ſenſes; and another 


„ thing, which our faith bebolds; it is plain there is no. | | 


« ſmall difference among them.” _ | 
Let Mr. Wharton take notice, that Rarxam calls this 
facramant the hady and blood of Chrift; not the figure of 
it, He fays, that it is daily celebrated in the Church. 
This ſacrament is no where daily celebrated, but in the 
Mas, He mentions two opinions; the firſt alſerted 
that the body of Chriſt was plainly and openly exhibited 
to the lenſes, without weil or myftery;. the other main- 
tained, that the body and blood of Chriſt were indeed 
8 preſent, 


\ 


F 

freſent, but in my/fery and figure. That it is' one thin 
which we behold wizh our corparal ſenſes, and another 
winch faith. repreients,. This laſt ſentiment, whith Ra, 
tram ſtrives to prove, is found. Catholic dodrine.. He 

has nov-tlzrd. opinion of carnaluabſencec.” . 
The firſt- opimianyz, which, Ratram repgrobates, never 
was the Catholic faith, It was indeed tbe. ſentiment d 
ſome in the days. of  Ratram, S they 
aued taomuchto the fide onpoſite the errors of Scots 
rigena, They, believed, 9 ſoys, that the body 
of Chrilt, was really and epenly. exhibued, to the ſenſes; 
that it was therefore the body of Chriſt, which was eaten 
in its natural late, withaut ver or. myſtery; hence fol, 
lowed-evadentty, the. errot᷑ of the Stercoranans: That /e 
Eternal Cad wasdeoured corporally by vermin, &c. page 
24 None of theſe abſurdities . ſecond 
Se erden by Ratram, as the faith of the 
Church in his days; II is bll the faith. of the Catholic 
world; and 1 defy all the fov-ſpun,/ybilty of Nr. War 
ton, ot any one elſe, to prove the abſurdities he men- 
tions againſt it. Let any one explain, how the Et-rn{ 
God could be ſſuil u ſ in the womb of his Virgin Mother, 
could ſuffer and. die; and then 1 il tive ee 
Aut up in Hoxes. ,, The, body, 10 whucl the, Ftcrna 
Cod. vas hypoltatically united, "a ut up, in his Mo, 
ch, 7 wowb,..&c ſa likewiſe the ſacrament, under 
1 5 Seil i, really preſent, is ſhut; up in boxes; n 
eaten by the faithful, Bow ſo that the operation of. the 
ſenſes falls upon the; e bread. and wine, not 
zmmediately on the body of our. Loul.: and. this is al 
that is meant, by the extravagant cenſuxe of Pope Ne 
cdholas page gg. It is all that Gratian meaue-in his Com. 
Berengacius's,xetrattation of his former errors, and thc 
rofgſfion of his faizh at that time, in dhe, Council of 
Rome, as before mentioned. Mr. Wharton. knows all 


this very well, althaugh. it ſerves his purpoſe. to refle. 
nent e 1 50 G2 e ie 
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fent both our tenets; and theſe facts, an ſo different a 
h ht“. 15 24 it! 7 2 0; ante 
1 ſhall make a ſhort digreſſion to take notice of Mr. 
Wharton's note, page 34. where he brings two negaline 
arguments, to prove id a demonſtration, (which is a plain 
* In confirmation of this doQrine, I ſhall beg leave to quote 
the learned Doctor Jeremy Taylor, Sect. 1. num. 11. Ps 18. 
He ſays then as. follows ; ** 1t I to be enquired whether when 
a ay we believe Chrill's body to be really in the facras 
% ment, we mean that body, that fleſh that was boin of the Vir» 
« gin Mary, that was crucified,” dead and buried? 1 anſwer, K 
know none elſe that he had or hath: there is but one body + 
* of Chriſt natural auc glormed: bot he that ſaith that body is 
„ glorihed which was cracibed, ſays N is the ſame body, but'not - 
aſter the ſame mauner and ſoit is in the ſacrament-. We 
cat and drink the body aud blood of Chriſt, chat was hruben; 
+ and poured forth ; for; thee is uo other body, u other 
blood of Clnzſt. | But though it is the ſame we eat aud drinks 
6 Pen is in another manner. And therefore when any of our 
cpProteſtant Divines, or any of Bs [Fathers deny, Ay body 
++ which was born of the Vugin Mary, that was ergeißet 10. be 
eaten in the ſacrament, as Bertram, as St. Hierom, as Gl 
© mens Alexandrinus expiebly affirm ; the ung 1 
* they intend that if i ut eaten iu 4 natural fene? and't 84 ; 
« cating it corpus ſpirtuate the word ipirituale id not x fublfan- 
tal predicate, but is an affi mation ofthe manner $ thouyt'm 
** diſputation it he made the predicate of the propoſition, and 
the oppokie niemberof a diſlinction. That body which-was 
cꝛuciſied is not that body chat is eaten in the ſacrament, it abe 
** mtent ot the propqſitio u be to ſprak of the cating it in the 
'* ſame manner of being: but that body wich was cruciked, 
che lame body we do cat, if the intention be 40. {peak of A 
'* fame thing in ſeveral manners of being. aud operating ; and 
'* this 1 noted, that we may hot be prejudiced by words, when 
'* the notion is certain aud caly. Aud thus lar is the { ofe of 
bur dolrine in this ar icle. — Aud again, Se ct. 18, p. 
288. They that do not con'els the cuchaiilt to be the fleſh of 
© our Saviour, which fleſh fuffeted for us: Tet them be aus- 
'© thema,”=— The difference between this Proteftam Dieiue 
aud the Catholic Church wight calily be adjulted. W 
contradiction 
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eontradiftion) that the doQrine of tranſubſtantiation wi; 
unknown to the ancients. The firſt is the filence of 
the-Pagans. The ſecond, from the Fathers noi urging 
the argument of the adoration of the euchariſt, as a proc WF 
of the divinity of Chriſt, againſt the Arians. 

I am much ſurprized, that Mr. Wharton ſhould ob. 
jett the filence of the Pagans, when he and every one 
nos well, that the ancient Chriſtians concealed: their 

nites and 'myfteries from them, as much as poſſible 

The ſilence therefore of the Pagans proves only that 

they were not acquainted with the behef of Catholics, 

t by no means demonſtrates that the Chriſtians did not 
cheve the real preſence. I wiſh, however, Mr. Whar, 
ton would be ſo kind as to anſwer: this queſtion of 

Maximus of Madaura, in St. Auſtin's. 43 Epil. 

% What is that God, whom you Chriſtians claim as pe. 

N fcculiar to yourſelues; and hom, you ſay, you fee in 

vs ſectet places. If this has any reference to the Eu: 

chariſl, it proves that the Chriſtians believed it to be 

God: if it has not, let any one point out —9 other 

Soll, whom the Chriſtians could ſee in any place. This 
veltron unhinges the negative demonſtranon. of M. 

| n, and at the fame time con rims my anſwer: 


for although Maximos was iniformed'df a Jeeret God d 
. the Chriſtians, it is very plain be did not Know who k 
Was. . we W att eee | | 
The filence of the Fathers in the Arian, controverh 
is not more to the purpoſe. The arguments urged by 
the Fathers were not equally concluſive. Some of then 
he texts and reaſons, which at beſt were but in. 
nuations of the Catholic faith. Some again negletted 
the moſt cenvincing proofs! They made uſe of ſuch a 
were beſt calculated to the deſigns of providence. They 
fufficiently proved the faith of the Church to render 
_ evidently credible; but” fill left ſome obſcurity in t, 

leſt there ſhould be no room to exerciſe the ſubmiſhon 
of reaſon and privatejudgment, to the diftates of revel 
tion; and wha knows it God has not directed the Ia 
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thers to leave out ſome; ſtrong proofs tb. ſerve, fot v 
ſtumbling-block, in puniſhment of the pride of; thatey 
who reject the anthority.of:the Church. Nein.: + Bo. 
_ 1Ivis impoflible for us, at this diſtance of time, to 
know, what mighe have been the reaſons, why each Fa- 
ther did not produce the moſt concluſive arguments to 
eſtabliſh the faith of the Church. Their ſilence on any 
given article is not a proof of their not knowing it. 
Other reaſons might have occurred according to times; 
places aud circumſtances ;, and unleſs we are exactly ac · 
quainted with all theſe matters, we cannot pronounce 
with any certainty.” Sappole the Arians, however in- 
conſiſtently, allowed adoration to Jeſus Chriſt, then 
the argument of the Fathers, from the adoration of the 
the euchariſt would not have been very forcible againſt 
them. On che other hand, if they denied adoration to 
be his due, they wauld have denied. chat adoration, was 
paid to Chriſt either in heaven, or in the euchariſt: or 
at beſt ud have explained it away. Facts are triſling 
arguments againſt private, judgment, Which will either 
deny them or ſhift them off by explications, as beſt 
ſuits the purpoſe, ; | Whoever, caſts off the dead * 
of authority, appeals from a plain and notorious fact, 
the public Faath of the Church, to the dead letter of the lgw, 
miſinterpreted by private judgment. The argument of 
public adoration; paid to Chriſſ in the euchariſt, was 
thrown aſide b Gavin, Kc. as of no conſequence. 
Again ſhould. 1 ſay; the Fathers in ancient times did 
not urge the argument of divine honour paid to Chriſt 
11gning in ieaueh, as a proof of his Godhead: would it 
tollow from thence, that the Church did not pay him 
thele hondurs, I hope. not. 
But to come cloſer to the queſtion. St. Hilary, De 
Trunt. L. 8. n. 1g. Paris edit. 1693, has theſe remark- 
able words: “ L now aſk thoſe, who with. to eſtabliſh 
* the unity of wills only between the Father and the 
Son, whether Chriſt is now in us truly in nature, or 
only by agreement of wills? for if the Word is tiuly 
made fleſh, and we truly take this Word lech, og -w | 
| 44 I 's 


21 


— —— — —— —— 


. 


= Und food: Now evmes It that he is not thou ht i 


V- remain naturally in "pf cas eee afſumel 
the nature of our fleſh; now/!inſeparably united 96 
* him; and gave to us the nature of his fleſh in the fl. 


u fleſh of our bodies, and he Who was born of Mary i 


* truly Chriſt, and if we truly take the fleſh-of his bod 
in a myſtery, how is the unity of wills alone 
„ i ISO DNL Rf, 
Ion this argument is not directly from adoration 
paid to the euchani(t; but it is a proof of the unity cf 


natures between the Father and the Son, from the reality 


of Chriſt's fleſh taken in the ſaerament: aud, I think, is 
plain proof of the belief of the Church at that time. 


St.Ambroſe, L. 1. De id. e. 17. ſays : Wherefore let 


them (the Arians) either ceaſe to worſhip him, whom 


they call a creature, (che Son of God) or ceaſe to cal 


* him a creature, hom they aſſect to worſhip.” 

St. Athanaſius, Orat. 1. Eont. Arian: What have 
* the Ariatisto'do-with the ſcriptures, h affert that 
„ the Word of God is a creature, and (like the bez 
* thens/} leave the Creator to worſhip the creature!” 
And again: * But theſe; pronouncing ' Chriſt to be 1 
* creature; and nevertheleſs ſerving him, though a cre 
« ture, with the worſhip of religion und ceremonies; 


© in what, I pray, ds they diſſer from the heathens!” = 


Theſe two laſt named Fathers reproach the Aran 
for paying divine honouts to Chriſt, hom they called: 
creature; and in this make them idolaters; therefore 
the Arians, however inconſiſtently, did pay adoration to 
vur divine Redeemer: and conſequently the argument 
from the adoration uſed to the eue hariſt could not be 
urged againſt thiem. But to return from chis digreſſion. 
f 15 evident, that the faith of the Church was always 
ſubſtantially the ſame in this, as in every other tenet. 
Whatever new explications or definitions ſhe has gen 


me never meant to create new articles of faith, but 
barely to clear up and explain the old Catholic doftrine, 
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handed down, by univerſal. tradition. We are in poſ- \ 
ſeſſion of the faith; our adverſaries ſhould prove againſt 
us: they are plaintiffs, we are defendants; To invali- 
date poſſeſſion, they ſhould ſhew, as clear as the ſun. ke 
de fault of our title. If we can only invalidate their ar- 
yuments, poſſeſſion ſtill remains in our favour, and turns 
the ſcale to our tenets. "s | THT; | 
Let not Mr. Wharton cavil about the term iran/ub- | 
/antiation: the Church had as good a right to conſecrate 
that word, to expreſs her meaning in this article, as ſhe | 
had to invent the word con/eb/tantiet to expreſs her be- 7 
lief of the divinity of Chriſt. What ſignifies the word, | 
if the ſenle be Catholic, 75 1 
Scotus, as I have already ſaid, was deceived, when be 1 
{aid the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation was not of faith 1 
before the Council of Lateran:' if he meant what theſe. : 
words import. But Iam convinced. he did not. It is a; | | 
common cuſtom; with ſcholaſtic divines to ſay, that a, | 
doctrine, which may be conſidered as an explication of 
an acticle of faith, is nor itſelf to be believed: as faith, 
till it has received the public and expreſs ſanctiou of the (| 
b Church. But they all allow that in all deciſions the 
Church muſt decide according, to the faith, ; which ſhe 
has received from the Apoſtles; and conſequently the 
deciſions of the Church are bare explications, but are 1 
- not new articles of faith, as explained before.; 1 
ö However I diſclaim all thele old authors. I look up 
o the Church of Chriſt for my faith. By chis 1 will b 
tand or fall, as I muſt be judged by it. | * | 
5 To finiſh the queſtion of the definitions of the Church. 
The Council of Trent proceeded in the ſame manner, 1 
as every Council had done before. The faith of the 1 
Church was explained, univerſal tradition conſulted ;: 
de end by this rule the various errors, abhſurd ities and blal. 
„ phemies of Luther and his followers were genſured. 
de Fathers of this venerable aſſembly proceeded with 
| caution, and by common conſeut formed their decrees. 
wand canons according to the belief they had reſpectively | 
hy << <ived from their predeseſſors. Luther, and his aſſo-— 
10 ö I ciate | 
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ciate reformers, were condemned in the ſame manner, 
by the ſame legal authority, as was Arius at Nice, Ma. 
cedonius' #t Conſtantinople, & . The Church in a 
theſe caſes oppoſed her decrees as irrefragable deciſions 
againſt the ravings of private judgment: if Luther, &c. 
3 _ appeal from the definitions of the 
Council of Trent; every heretic, from Simon Magus 
downwards, has an equal claim to private judgment; 
and conſequently were unjuſtly condemned. 

I I do not mean to inſinuate, that all the definitions of 
the Council of Trent are articles of faith: I know well 
that ſeveral of them are not. The errors of Luther, 
&c. were many. Some more, ſome leſs evidently un. 
dermined the belief of the Church. Some did not di. 
rely regard revealed dottrines. All theſe were can. 
vaſſed; and when the Council found it neceſſary to 
pronounce ſentence, it was done with decency and de. 
corum. Now although they did not always proſcribe 
theſe tenets as heretical, this being the laſt appeal, in 
points of dottrine, it would be but decency in any pri- 
vate perſon to ſubmit to this authority, The Father 
here aſſembled from all parts of the earth, were a com- 
pleat collective evidence of the faith of the Catholic 
world: e e wanted competent information to com- 
pare it with the doctrines of Luther; and ſound judy: 
ment to decide on the agreement or repugnance between 
them. I hope they will be thought capable of this tak, 
If not, there never was in the Church an aſſembly com- 
petent to judge in matters of faith. 7 

Having thus eſtabliſhed the authority of the Church, 
J think it is eaſy to determine where her inerrancy re. 
ſides. It is then in the univerſality of her conſent. 
This is very eaſy to be found: the paſtors, who teach 
their flock the public faith of the Church, will ſcarcely 
be liable to error, in a fact of public notoriety. Should 
any of them wiſh to introduce novelties, they would 
ſoon be found out and contraditted. 

This has always been an eaſy matter, and is ſtil] a 
eaſy as ever. We all allow the Sovereign FR h 
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2 1 
head of the Church, a power to decide proviſionally an 
any point in debate: and his decrees are binding, till 
the conſent of the Church is known; but the private 
diſputes of ſcholaſtic divines -about the infallibility af 
che Pope are nothing to the purpoſe. „ 
When any one therefore is ſuſſiciently convinced of 
the neceſſity of Church authority, to guide him to the 
knowledge of revealed truths, from ſuch motives as ren- 
der his 2 rational, according to his circumſtan- 
ces of 3 and education, he may ſafely rely on this 
authority for his faith. He believes the articles which 
this authority propoſes to him, becauſe God has re- 
vealed them: he knows God has revealed them, be- 
cauſe the Church propoſes them as ſuch: he relies on 
the Church, becauſe rea/on and experience tell him for- 
cibly, that her authority alone can be à ſure guide to 
faith. This is a rational inteſligalion. # 
Should he afterwards have doubts and anxieties about 
any article of his creed; it is certainly laudable to clear 
up the point. A momentary attention to the author 
of the Church, of which he is Gab:tzally l 
would diſperſe the miſt. Should he doubt of this au- 
thority itſelf; and this barely for want of ſuſſicient con- 
viction, if he wiſhes however to conſider this point in 
the ſcales of zmpartzality and candor, and takes praper 
means to get every neceſſary information, his ignorance 
is not a fault, but misfortune, and therefore he is ſtill a 
member of the Catholic Church. But ſhould any one, 
aiter ſufficient motives propoſed, and duly weighed, 
ſtill remain doubtful; this cannot be from real deft- 
ciency of information. It muſt proceed from ſome la- 
tent paſſion; and though we are not authoriſed to cen- 
ſure or condemn him, moſt certainly Almighty God; 
who is witneſs to this latent depravity, will not hold him 
guitels, This doubt is voluntary before God, and de- 
prives him of the glorious title of member of the Ca- 
tholic Church. In a word, that Chriſtian only is out of 
ber interior communion, who voluntarily refules to ſub- 
f 12 „ \ -»* lb 
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mit to her decrees: whether he poſitively reſiſt con. 


us, but he cannot keep pace with us long. He 


although St. Peter, common ſenſe, and experience prove 
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viction, or by hes own fault, negletis information. 
Let us now analyze the faith of private judgment. 
Whoever adopts this principle muſt indeed * with 
elieves 
whatever tenets he has thought proper to raiſe to thc 
alignty of articles of faith, becauſe God has revealed 
them: he knows they are revealed, becauſe he finds 
them evidently delivered in the bible. He knous he reads 
Tight, becauſe the an are plain, ani do not ſuffer 
any one of the meaneſt capacity to err. This he knows, 


ati falſe- F442 1 | 7 
Tis muſt be the faith of every one, who caſts off the 

dead weig hit of authority. + uh 
IL hall now take notice of {ome trivial matters, which 
I have purpoſely paſſed over to avoid confuſion. Mr. 
Wharton ſays, page 18, that Bellarmin being queſlioned 
about his faith, aniwered; © That he believed what the 
„Church believed; and the Church believed what he 
„ believed.“ Had Mr. Wharton looked into Bellar- 
min, he would have found this groſsly miſrepreſented, 
The fact is, Bellarmin, De arte bene moriendz, lib. 2. c. 9. 
gives the following ſtory in the words of Barrochius: 
„Two intitpwte*divines lived in the fame monaſtery, 
One of them died, and ſome time after appeared to 
his friend, informing him that he was damned. I be 
other inquiring the reaſon received for anſwer, that 
„the Devil appeared to him, in his laſt moments, aud 
«queſtioned him about his belief of the Trinity; be, 
« confiding'in his own abilities, entered upon 2 diſpute 
«:withthe fiend: who ſoon made him waver, and then 
„ perverted his faith in this fundamental article; and 
in this error he died.” This relation ſo frightcned the 
ſurviving Religious, that he took a reſolution not to en. 
gage in controverſy with that cunning reaſoner, eſpe- 
cially in the critical hour of death. Some time aflef 
this be alſo died, and in bis laſt moments was heard !0 
ay; „ believe what the Church believes; and then 
again: 
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again; e Church believes what I believe. This is the 
Role of what Bellarmin ſays, and all in the words of. 
Barrochius. W $06, 
Should ſuch a thing happen to Mr. Wharton, I think 
he would do well to Imitate the latter; I fear he would 
otherwiſe riſk the loſs of ſome fundamental article of his 
creed. The pþ1zvate judgment of this able controvertiſt 
might poſſibly pervert Mr. Wharton's e gud con- 
ſcrence, ſhould he venture to diſpute the caſe in the lan- 
guiſhing ſtate of ſickneſs, under the terrors of approach- 
ing diſlolution. It is indeed to be lamented, that Mr. 
Wharton could not conſiſtently appeal to the dead urig 
of authority, this he has caſt off; but he, might, inxoke 
the dead letter of the ſcriptures: * I believe what the 
bible teaches;” and“ the bible teaches what I be- 
lere 47 ie 
I know well, that the Devil would laugh 8 him: 
would inſiſt upon it, that this is not a ra nal invelaga- 
lion; that he might as well: appeal to the Alcoran: and 
finally that he ought to determine the articles, which 
the bible declares neceſſary. This. I defy. him to do at 
preſent, though in pes fect health, 1 33 

Mr. Wharton may call this a legendary tale; and, if it 
will pleaſe him, Lwill join him in his increduliiy. But 


ſentations.. 3 
Page the 29th. Mr. Wharton gives us the ſources of 
his religious information; which he read with great at-- 
tention, after he had caſt off the dead werght-of authorty, 
not before. So that in fact he was a good proteſlant, 
before he inſtituted any inveſtigation at all... I wiſh, 
for the ſake of his candor, he back ſtudied Boſſuet either 
before or after he read the divines he mentions; 3 
I ſhall fay very little about the law of celibacy of the 
clergy. It is but a law: and therefore ſtands on the ba- 
ſis of every other point of diſcipline; tbeſe are matters 
of ſuch a nature, as to be altered and abrogated, when 
ever the Church thinks proper. But till the does, it is 
but decency in private 2 to reſpect her mandates, 
13. which 


where is candor to be found, in ſuch glaring, nuſrepre- | 
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1 could never unravel. 
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which they may condemn, becauſe they do not under. 
ſtand her motives. The date of this law cannot be 
found;. and therefore. we may juſtly preſume that it 
came f. om the Apoftles: whenever it is mentioned in 
ancient times, it is done with reſpect: if ever we find it 


. Hroke through, this is cenſured as an abuſe: and although 


ſome” private fafts may poſſibly be found, where the 
Church did not fulminate againſt her reſractory ſons; 
yet ſhe never approved of, or gave a ſanction to the vio- 
„„ 7 57 55 
The various miſchiefs ariſing from it proceed from 
bad men breaking through the moſt ſolemn engagements 
made with God and the Church. If this be . a reaſon 


for abrogating this law, the commandments themſelves 


Houkd be aboliſhed.” If God will excuſe Mr. Wharton 
from the obligation of this law of the Church, becauſe he 
has thus publicly withdrawn himſelf from her ſociety, 23 


be ſays, I am fatigfied. Would Mr. Wharton exempt 
a Chriſtian fromthe goſpel- rules, if he turned: Jew? 


The effay on celibacy, quoted page 17. is ſuch a 
Arange perverſion of ſcripture ; fuch a ſcandalous libel 
of the ancients eminent for learning or ſanctity, that it 
is not really worth my notice. I ſhall however remark, 
that the Church can moſt certainly determine, whether 
the ſtate of celibacy or marriage is more perfect accord- 
ing to the doctrine of univerſal tradition, as already ex. 
po The author had much beiter have argued from St 

ul, that he was burning, and therefore was determined 
to marry. This was all that either Catholics or Pro- 
teftants expected from him. It is in fact all that can be 
faid'in defence of a ſacrilegious violation of the double 
ties of order and folemn'vow. How our ſeparated bie- 


thren can ſupport the charge againſt Catholics, in in. 


puting to them, whether they will or will not; the do- 
trine of breaking faith with heretics; and ftilt can cherilh 
and protett thoſe, who wantonly ſport with the oblige 
tion of faith given to God himſelf, is a myſtery, which 


I 
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It is hardly neceſfary to take notice of My, Wharton's 
reaſoning againſt infathbiſhy, page 26. from te Church 
defining her own authority. I have proved her inſal- 
lible from the nature of univerſal tradition 
is the cirele of falſe reaſoning? © N | 

I muſt however remind Mr- Wharton of a inowh fact, 
that every eftabhihed ud has a legal right to de- 
cide on its own privileges. This is done every day in 
our courts of judicature. If the authority fo deciding be 


ſupreme, without . as is the Parliament in Eng- 
land, and the Church in doctrinal points, thefe decrees 
are law againſt any oppoſition whatever. n, 
Mr. Wharton's note, page 35, is good Catholic does 
trine. He teaches, from the Catechiſm of the Council 
of Trent, that we are to believe tm God the Father, and 
in the Son, and in the Holy Ghoſt; but when we come 
to the gth article, we believe only the exiffence of a hoh 
Catholic Church; we do not ſay, in the Church: bes 
cauſe to believe in God implies that we conſider him as 
the object of our "rr" hope, and love; which cannot be 
laid of the Church. This is all true: and a Cathvlic 
paſtor muſt be very negligent or ignorant indeed, if he 
does not inſtrutt his flock in this particular. But how 
does this doctrine conduce to put an end to all contro- 
verly between us? The charatters and notes of the Ca- 
tholic Church are-fully delivered in that chapter of the 
Catechiſm; her inerrancy eſtabliſhed, &c. I fee no way 
of finiſhing the controverſy between us, unleſs Mr, 
Wharton thinks proper to abandon private judgment, 
and ſubmit to the authority of the Church. 
Mr. Wharton fays, page 38, that the religion he has 
choſen © is the religion of an Uſher, a Wilfon, an 
* Hoadly, and a Newton;“ &c. His catalogue would 
have ſounded as well, had it been graced with the names 
of a Chryſoſtom, a benen, an Ambroſe, an Auſtin. 
Even a Leo might have added weight to the others. 
But they were all Catholics, and the laſt a Roman Pon- 
uff. The lives of Antonin, Trajan and Titus were more 
| benehcil 
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impeaching the character of any of them. 


4a ſuffer the reader to err.“ ut he ſhould not be ſtrain. 


16. The work quoted a ſecond time, hom. 49. 1 
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„ 
beneficial to mankind, than any of his worthies, without 


I chall Juſt hint at the authorities quoted by Mr, 
Wharton, $37, and 38. Nn Münk 

St. Chryſoſtom is quoted wrong: in his 19th, not 
12th hom. in Cen. ae found the words, wheie he al. 
ſerts, that the . ſcripture. expounds itſelf, and does not 


ed from one particular ad; to an univerſal inference of 
bothi/acts and dotrimnes, He is reaſoning againſt thoſe 
who. mentioned that paradiſe, in heck the Almighty 
Creator placed our fiiſt parents, was in heaven, not on 
earth. This he ſays is contrary to the expreſs aſſertion 
of the bible, which expounds u/clf: and ſo it does as ta 
this fact: but who in his ſenſes will ſay the ſame of every 
other paſſage in the bible?.. I cannot think that St. 
Chryſoſtom would ever contradict St. Peter, 2 Ep. ii. 


_—_ is not his genuine work, as I have fully 
ved. . ' 

What is quoted from St. Cyprian is rather : unlucky 
for Mr. Wharton, Ep. 74. St- Cyprian bad written to 
conſult St. Stephen ,Bilhop of Rome concerning the 
re-baptizing heretics. ., The Pope anſwered, let no inno- 
vation take place, but ſtick te tradition. St, Cyprizn, 
in this epiſtle, complains that the Roman Pontiff pre- 
ferred human tradition, to the clear principles of tle 
ſeriptures. This learned pielate had forgot himſelf for 
the moment; and thinking, that his, prevate judgment, 
his reaſon and conſeience authoaiſed him to fe-baptize 
thoſe, who bad been baptized by heretics ; he inferred 
that the tradition of St. Stephen was not divine nor un 
wer/al, but only partial and human tradition of. the Ro- 
wan. dioceſe. 8 e ae 

I hope Mr. Wharton will allow, that St. Stephen was 
in the right, and St, Cyprian wrong. How. then can 
this favour Mr. Wharton? I think it a direct proot a- 
gainſt him. Mr. Wharton, with the whole collection 


of 
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of the Reformation, has abandoned the opinion of $'- 
Cyprian, Who endeavoured to prove bis enen 
from his own private interpretation of the fcripturey 
and with the Catholics, has ico the ſentiment of the 


Roman Pontiff, which reſts ſolely on tradition. Let Mr. 
Wharton read the ſame epiſtle through, and he will find. 
that St. Cyprian admits - the authority of tradition, 
when well eſtabliſhed; as well as in many other 
laces.” . RT ONT | 
g St. Hilary, lib. 2. De Trent. is brought in, and wade to 
ſay, * Where is this deficiency,” where is this obſcu- 
« rity? In the word of God, all things are full and per. 
fekt, as coming from a perſett being.” But St. Hi- 
lary does not ſay a word about the feriptures. Mr. 
Wharton put that in from his own head, becauſe the 
words of St. Hilary prove nothing without 1t: The 
Saint is reaſoning, from the form of baptiſm, to prove 
the Trinity, and then he fays: “ For what is not con- 
« tained in this facrament of human falvation? what is 
« wanting, or obſcure? 'Every thing is full and 
as coming from a perfett being.” Is this candor? 77 6 
I am ſurpriſed, Mr. Wharton ſhould quote St. Auftin 
De umtate Eccleſie. The very title of the book flabs 
{ſchiſm and herefy to the heart. If the Church is only 
one, what becomes of thoſe who divide themſelves from 
her. St. Auſtin proves at large, and from ſcripture too, 
that the Church of Chriſt is the viſible Catholic com- 
munion of thoſe, who adhere together as membersof the 
ſame Church, guided by her authority; he firives 
throughout to evince, that the Donatiſts are not in the 
way to ſalvation, becauſe they are aut of her commu- 
nion. He ſays, lib. Cont. Ep. fund. That he would not 
believe the goſpel, if the authority of the Church did not 
—_— him to ic. Mr, Wharton will not ' abide by 
this. * x #2754 UAC IIS 
I had accidentally paſſed over his quotations of St. 
Juſtin Martyr, page #4, which is r the pur 
pole; and Vincentius Lerin. page 33. This is a direct | 
| 1 
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proof of every thing I have advanced concerning un. 
verſal tradition. Ty. Mr. Wharton remember, 4 
the ſame book he will, find, © What was always, aud 
every where, and by every one believed, is not an e. 
. — 2 delivered by tradition | 
Here I ſhall take my leave of Mr. Wharton. Had! 
followed my own feelings; I ſhould have given more 
ample explications; but the general cry, Be Port; ha 
cauſed me to contract this pamphlet to a few pages 
while the matter requires volumes. I hope I have done 
enough to confirm the faith of thoſe to whom I dei. 
cate this addreſs. ©, 4 —5 
WMherefore, my fellow. chriſtians of Worceſter, and 
whoever. elſe may think this tract worth reading, let u 
all remember, that there is but one faith, the ſame as on 
God, and ane baptiſi. Eph; iv. 5. This faith is a gift of 
God, which we may juſtly forfeit by our fault. We 
moſt certainly-do forfeit this bleſſing, when we fall into 
any voluntary error in revealed dottrines, - Any ui 
error would therefore deſtroy faith, however parti! i 
may be deemed: by thoſe: who are ſe d from us, 
The Church therefore cannot ſubſcribe to any error, 
without loſing her title to divine faith: and conſequent. 
Iv. ſhe would ceaſe to be the Church of Chriſt; where 
there is no faith, there can be no Church. She would 
ceaſe to be the pillar and ground of truth, 1 Tim. iii. 15, 
Without ſpot ar wrinkle, Eph. v. The gates of hell would 
moſt certainly prevail againſt her, coutrary to the exprel 
promiſe of her Divine Spouſe, Math, xvi. | 
Jeſus Chriſt has promiſed, that the Comforter ſlouli 
abide with tas flock for ever, to teach them all truth, John 
xiv, 16. The ſame Holy Spirit has given to the Church. 
fame Apeſtles, ſome. doftors,.&c. 1 Cor. xii. bas conſtituted 
biſhops | to govern the Church of God, Acts. xx. Thelc 
have always received their ordination and miſſion from 
mat Church, which alone was planted. hy the Apoliles. 
She has always exerted her authority by nn 2 
* | 2 f C el 
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children; and caſting off from her communion refraftoe- 
ry and rebellious mnovators. £35 3: . 7:04, FOOT. 

To this Church alone the whole world is indebted for 
the name of Chriſtian. © This, our dear country, was 
converted to the faith of Jeſus Chriſt by a Benedichn 
monk, ſent hither by a Roman Pontiff, who ſays that 
he celebrated tht ſacrifice of the Maſs three times on 
Chriſtmas-day, Greg. Mag. hom. 8. in Evang. That ve- 
ry name, and ſeveral others in the Calendar, are taken 
from the Maſs. | N 

This Church has been exalted above all other So- 
cieties, by an infinite number of the brighteſt characters 
in the world: by Ne of «martyrs, who ſhed their 
blood in defence of her faith: by numbers of learned 
doctors, equally conſpicuous for the ſanctity of their 
lives: by millions of hermits and religious, of both 
ſexes, who for/ook all they had to follow Chriſt, in the 
narrow paths of the Evangelical counſels. Martyrs, 
Confeſſors, Virgins, the Saints of all nations and ages 
ſince the. Chriſhan æra, were members of the Catholic 
Church, governed by the Biſhop of Rome.. This is the; 
Catholic Church which you believe in your creed.” 
Chriſtian is her name, and Catholic her firnam?, S. Pacian 
ad Sympron. Novat. By this ſhe is diſtinguiſhed from 
every conventiele. By this ſhe is equa!ly known to 
her friends and her enemies. ien | = 

We mult remain in that Church, which was found- 
ed by the Apoſtles, and continues to this day. If you 
** hear of any, who pretend to belong to Chriſt, yet are 
not called after our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, but after ſome 
* other as Marionites, Valentinians, Mountaineers, 
„ Field-preachers, (let me add Lutherans, Calviniſts, 
Kc.) know that they are not the Church of Chriſt; 
but the ſynagogue of Antichriſt. Nor let them 
* flatter themſelves, if they ſeem to prove what they ſay 
from the ſcriptures; for the Devil ſaid ſomething 
© trom the ſcriptures.” The ſcriptures do not conſiſt im 
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u the Toadings but in the right. underſtanding,” 5, 
_ therom, Dialog. adv. Lucifer... te 
Should you go into a city, do not enquire imp], 
* where is the houſe. of the Lord; for impious heretics, 
1 do not heſitate to call their houſes be es of the, 
Lord: although they are polluted. ' Neither enquire 
« preciſely, where there is a Church, but where is the 
« Catholic Church foi that is the proper name of this 
* holy mother of us all, the ſpouſe of our Lord ]cſu; | 
* Chriſt, the only begotten Son of God.” St. Cyril of 
Jeruſalem, Catechefi 18. 
Let us adhere tv the Chriſtian religion, and to ile 
* communication of that Church, which is called and is 
* Catholic; not only by its on members, but even by is 
enemies. For heretics and ſchiſmatics, whether they 
« will or will not, when they ſpeak, not among them. 
„ ſelves, but to ſtrangers, never call theCatholic Church 
* by any other name than Catſiobr. Nor could they be 
V underſtood, unleſs they called her by that name, which 
1 whole world gives her“ St. Auguſt, De e 
relig. C. 7. 901 Fed. $7.36 ; | 
Many reaſons keep me in her (the Church) con. 
% munion. The conſent of people and nations keep 
4 me in it. The ſucceſſion of Biſhops in the chair of 
| Peter the Apoſtle —— to the; preſent epiſcopacy. 
|  * Laflly the name of Catholic keeps me therein, of 
[ 00 Which his Church alone is with good-reaſon in poſſeſ- 
din, among ſo many hereſies. that although all 
| «heretics with to be called Catholics, if a ſtranger in- 
| +, quire for the Catholic meeting, no heretic will ſhev 
„ him to his vwn houſe.” Jm contra Epaſt. fund. 
Let us all take care to live and to die in the com- 
munion of this Church. But let us remember, that 
faith without morals will not ſave us. He who knov! 
the will of his maſter, and does not perform it, ſhall be 
beaten with many ſtripes; While he who knows it not, 
Will be excuſed, if his ignorance be involuntary, Who 
* Kknows-bew many of our ſeparated brethren got 2 
| Pp aun 
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pleaſing to God than many of us Let us not deſpiſe or 
condemn any one; but leave the honeſt and ſincere to 
ſimply, the mercies of an inſinitely good God; and pray for: 
heretics i thoſe who err through paſſion and jprejudice.: that the 
of the, film may be removad from their eyes, and ſeeing the 
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enquire truth, may join the Church, that there may be but one + 

1s the WW ſhe: 1 and one Paſtor. * 1 
of this + is charity prefcribeg, this our religion orders. I 1 
| Jeſus fine, let us all walk worthy our vocation, left while, wikis”: © 


;yril of 


the Jews, we glory in aur religion, we like them hear tile 
dreadful ſentence. pronounced by Jeſus Chriſ: T,ʒõ 
« kingdom of God hall be taken from you, and give-m 
to a-nation which will produce the fruits thereof 2 1 
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